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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


T he Efiitors of this series are coiwinced that the 
Christian Church as a whole is confronted with a 
great though largely silent crisis, and also with an un- 
paralleled opportunity. They have a common mind 
concerning the way in which this crisis and opportunity 
should be met. The time has gone by when apologetics ” 
could be of any great value. Something more is needed 
than a defence of propositions already accepted on 
authority, for the present spiritual crisis is essentially & 
questioning of authority if not a revolt against it. It 
may be predicted that the number of peoj)lo who are 
content siniply to rest t-hoir religion on the authority of 
the Bible or the Cliurch is steadily diminishing, and with 
the growing etfeetiveness of popular educatiou will con- 
tinuo to diininish. We shall not therefore meet the need, 
if we have rightly diagnosed it, by dissertations, however 
learned, on the interpretation of the Bible or the history 
of Christian doctrine. Nothing less is required than a 
candid, courageous and well-informed effort to think out 
anew, in the light of modern knowledge, the foundation 
affirmations of our common Christianity. This is the aim 
of every writer in this series. 

A further agreement is, we hope, eharaoteristio of the 
books which will be published in the series. The authors 



viii General Introduction 

have a common mind not only with regard to the problem 
but also with regard to the starting-point of reconstruc- 
tion. They desire to lay stress upon the value and validity 
of religious experience and to develop their theology on 
the basis of the religious consciousness. In so doing they 
claim to be in harmony with modem thought. The 
massive achievements of the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries have been built up on the method of observation 
and experiment, on experience, not on abstract a 'priori 
reasoning. Our contention is that the moral and spiritual 
experience of manMnd has the right to he considered, and 
demands to be understood. 

Many distinguished thinkers might be quoted in 
support of the assertion that philosophers are now pre- 
pared in a greater measure than formerly to consider 
religious experience as among the most significant of their 
data. One of the greatest has said, “ There is nothing 
more real than what comes in religion. To compare facts 
such as these with what is given to us in outward existence 
would he to trifle with the subject. The man who demands 
a reality more solid than that of the religious conscious- 
ness, seeks he does not know what/’^ Nor do^ this 
estimate of religious experience come only from idealist 
thinkers. A philosopher who writes from the standpoint 
of mathematics and natural science has expressed the 
same thought in even more forcible language. “ The fact 
of religious vision, and its histoiy of persistent expansion, 
^ our one ground for optimism. Apart from it, human 
IHe is a flash of occasional enjoyments lighting up a 

■ ; , . ^ .djjpMimwM (Wtd p. 44,, 




of thought. On the contrary, it should serve as the 
stimuhis to thought. No experience can foe taken at its 


as natural science could not exist without experience and 
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Naturally, the plan of our series has led tis to give the 
utmost freedom to the authors of the books to work out 
their own lines of thought, and our part has been strictly 
confined to the invitation to contribute, and to suggestions 
concerning the mode of presentation. We hope that 
the series will contribute something useful to the 
great debate on religion which is proceeding in^ secret 
in the mind of our age, and we hiimbly pray that their 
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PREFACE 


“ fT^HE longer I live,” said liainy, **thc more important 
1 ^ and '\^a)uderful does the forgiveness of sins seem 
to me.” In a scries of works designed to present the 
great Christian doctrines afresh in their vital relations 
with experience, a treatment of ilforgiveness may w'clJ find 
a place. It is a subject regarding which, except on the 
basis of experience, we should find it barely possible 
to say anything. 

The experiential character of these pages may afiord 
what Justification is needed of the restricted space given 
to historical matter. I have made an effort to reduce 
narration of eontroversieg, ancient and modem, to a 
minimum. -But this element could not be wholly dis- 
carded. Modern problems in great part lose their meaning 
if we fail to set thorn against the background of the past. 
Also I have sought to develoj) the argument in its own 
light, without lovsing too much time on the refutation of 
other view's. Nothing after all toils in discussion but the 
positive truth we elicit : the true idea, if we have it, 
pushes out the false one by its own momentum, and, 
without open hostilities, reigns in its stead. 

The subject is one which admits of being handled in a 
large variety of ways, and for the order followed hero I 
claim no more than a certain convenience. A start is 
made within individual Christian experience and the 
meaning of forgiveness there, as well as the need for it. 
Then the personality of Jesus is exhibited as the supreme 
guaralitee of pardon for the sinful, and attention is called 
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to the great conviotions lie inspired in believers liko 
St Paul and the Reformers. Forgiveness as a Bivine act- 
is then analysed for the conception of God it yields ; the 
atonement is studied in its significance as the cost of 
forgiveness to God ; a chapter is given to the psycho- 
logical question how men take forgiveness ; and finally 
something is said of the effects of felt pardon in individual 
and social life. At various points, it transpires that so 
far from being easy to xmderstand, as miglit be thought 
from the perfunctory treatment they occasionally receive, 
the problems of forgiveness gather up in thonivselves some 
of the gravest intellectual perplexities which Christian 
belief has to face. 

To Principal Wheeler Robinson, one of the 

Editors of this series, who read the book in mamiscript, 
and to my colleague, Professor W. Manson, D.B., who 
read it in proof, I owe a special debt of gratitude for their 
ready help and valuable criticisms. 1 desire also to 
thank the Editor of the Expositor for permission to use 
portions of the argument which, in an earlier form, had 
appeared in its pages. 

H. R. filACKINTOSH 
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E CHRISTIAN EXPERIENCE 
. OF FORGIVENESS 


INTRODUCTORY 

U J^LISS we mean to drop confession out of .Chris- 
tian devotion— and in view of the Lord’s Prayer, 
AFith. its, fifth petition, this Is usually felt .Lo be, an 
extreme step — we are obliged to give : the topic of 
Forgiveness a central place in the religious interest. 
'• Among the possible brief phrases in which the essence of 
Cliristianity might fai,% be siimiiiet! up, one certainly 
would be ; ,I believe in G-od who forgives sins, through 
Jesus Christ. Soderblom has wnll remarked that the 
idea of Love may he dragged down .to the, relativcdy 
„ unethical plane of natural religions : not s.o the .idea of. 
forgiveness. In this latter , a spiritual salt is found which . 
normally can be trusted to defy corruption. Forgiveness 
clearly is one ,of the /ocf— although not . necessarily the 
only one-— from whicli it is at once possible a.nd natural 
to survey the wliole circumference of Cliristian truth., 
and to- determine the relationship which obtains betwetni 
one conviction and another. It implies a distinctive view 
of God, of man, of sin, of the universe as supernatamlly 
constituted, of Jesus. The believer, reflecting on other 
doctrines, finds that of them all none can keep the 
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, Introd/uetory 

epeoifically Christiati tone or qoulity if ii, hat lost tomh 
with the thought of iiardon. 

This doctrinal importance of the smliject is of course 
oTOg to its importance for I ho practice of personal 
rehgion.* No man esm prorerly ranh as r. i i„ 

the sense of the New Testiimcnt, who’ has not rcou-’.-i 
the forgiweness of sins, or who is not eonseinus thv 
through its impartation something l,as Imppeoed of 
decisive moment for his relation to God. Jlissioriaries 
too, have often been apt to measure the deplii and 
maturity of a oouvert’s religious life by the sineeritv 
of mterest in, and appreeiatioii of, Biwino pardon' 

^ Above all, the forgiveness of sins has a fundamental 
sigmaoanoe in the teaching of Jesus f'hrkt Hi.sto-v 
reveals no prophet or founder of religion who came 
forward as He did, with the claim to have power under 
God to forgive sm. His contemporaries olmonslv wtr» 
aware that in adopfcg this attitude His mlontj.m was 
not simply to proclaim the general truth or priiieipie that 
forgiveness is a possible thing, but rather to offer J liin-pff 
■mth pronounced emphasis as the guarantee and mc.li'-.!, 
o rts reahty In His person the ffiugdom of tfd 

IS He said as a Jew to Jewish hearers. But hr all the 
igher mmds of Jewish religion forgiveness had invai- 
ably regarded as foremost among the Wessinw which 
the advent of the Kingdom would secure = 

The place occupied by this topic in the history alite of 

ot “““ - ™ 

" I will mako a MW covenimt with ,L a : 

hon» ot Israel. ... I wmto tS T» ” "*'• ‘“v 

For I trill foigive their SmI;®' a »'.V peopfo 

(Jet. ““ «“>0<>.i>cr Ihoir «!„ J,,,,;, -' 

the tot passasomthataospol where foi«iveao»roSlvm“-r‘’”f 
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Forgiveness and Justification 


Cliristiaii experience and of CJaristian theology is Indicated 
by the close tie, if not tlie identity wMeli has long existed 
. between the ideas of forgiTcness and ' jnstificatioEi,.” 
How these ideas, if ■. rightly interpreted, .-really differ, is 
hard to see,^ ; It may no doubt be held that forgiYeness. is 
only . a. negatlYe thing, meaning no more than that past 
sin is blotted out and the slate as it were wiped clean, 
whereas justification as haTiiig positiye implications lays 
down that God puts the sinful right with Himself, not 
. merely obliterating sin but- receiving the -penitent into 
fellowship as righteous in His sight. In this point of view 
it is easy to say that “ justification is more and better than 
mere pardon.” Every student of Protestant divinity 
knows that volumes used to, circulate with authority in 
, which .this distinction, or. something like it, was main- 
tained. , In theory. the distinction may be possible; ,it 
has not the slenderest bearing on experience. We .need 
. not ask whether or not it might with consistency be urged 
at a moral and spiritual level beneath that of Christianity ; 
what is certain is that the God and Father of Jesus Christ 
cannot be thought of, as doing a barely negative thing, 
i viz. cancel the sinner’s’ guilt, .except as. in and by this act 
He. takes Mm to His heart as a repentant cMM. To be 
justified, in the sense that counts for experience, is simply 
to.be forgiven and accepted by God. Most of the famous 
debate about justification, therefore, and all of it that 
matters, .has really been about -forgiveness. Good reasons 
can unquestionably be pled for keeping the term “ justi- 
fication ” in haiid.for.purpo,ses of precision her© and there;; 
thus it usefully suggests that pardoned men can make no 
ciaim, as of right,. to„ God’s acoeptance. . At the, same time, 
“ forgiveness ” is. evidently closer by far .'to human life ; 


^ St Paul in Rom. 4^’" 
squivalentB. 


takes , Justification .-:aad ', forglwnesa as 
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and to retain it as tlio normal word ma,y liclp hovae. prv>|-. r- 
to believe, what seems too good to be- tme, tluit 
is simply a persistent and systematic effort to ida.rlfv 
convictions by which Christians Jive.^' W’e may nni u - 
the terminology of older tliiiikers, or praeMsr ihair 
of infmitesmal refinements of distinction, bnt c-it i !»- ^ 
were toiling at a problem in regard to which every 
gent preacher of Christ has to make up his mind. 

Is forgiveness the chief boon \v(? owe to Christ ? In t hr 
preface to the first edition of his great monograph Mh.sclil 
says it is ; justification and reconciliation, he dcckunH, is 
the central doctrine of Christianity, and to miller iv 
mteffigibk we need a virtually complete outline of 
theo ogy. Otters have held the chief gift to be aoiisliip 
m Chi'ist, or the sacraments, or moral iiKpiratiou: to 
Tennyson, one recalls, it was assurance of immortality. 
The fpycest expression of the view tliat justiCeation 'i« 
not of the first importance is that of Paul tie J^acurde 
who hy a trick of blurting out what many thought hut 
srarcely cared to pnt in words. “ The doctrine of justifica- 

profound way of solving the problem of a man's relalfi--. 
o IS guilt. It was not the basal principle of the Reforma 

dead’ “A'^r^i « “T “ Protestant Churches it is 
■ .,f The doctrines of justification and 

reooncihation are mythology which nobody 

tyse who take ancient Trinitarianism seriou.% •' anj 
this to-day means nobody at all "2 ' ^ 

But to ask what is best or seo'ond-best in the Gospel 

forded by one fiite^ho “"“'ttijjihlo is 

m the technical language of fcho old is cariod 
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Forgiveness tn CJifistian ' Thought 

I does not take ns far. Tiie Oliristiaii message is concerned 
not witk a nimiber of tilings but witb tlie one compr©" 
heiisive and infinitely precious gift- of salvation, i.e. fellow- 
sMp ■with. .G-od ,;, and while this . includes a variety of 
aspects, it is above all a spiritual unity.' ■ Unless we are to 
break, every tie with Mew. Testament religion, forgiveness 
comes into this, and comes in primarily, fimdanientally, 
vitailyk As Lincoln puts it, no man can escape history.” 
We are unable by this . time to make Chiistiaiiity over 
. again ; facts have settled its nature ; in every ag.e it has, 
had this wonder of forgiveness at its heart. To quote the 
New Testament is needless ; we should have to write out 
. I whole pages. But there is, the Apostles’ Creed, in which 
I everything is supernatural,, and which enumerates pardon 
among the, other supernatural things I beKeve in the 
I forgiveness of sins There is the Epistle of Barnabas, 
y at the close of the first century, ■. assured in spite of its 
Alexandrian niysticisiii that " to this end the Lord endured, 
to deliver His flesh unto corruption, that, by the. remission 
^ of sins we migi.it be cleansed There is St Ambrose in 
V the fourth century, with Ms ringing words : I .have 
notliing whereof I may glory .in my works | I will, tliere- 
. fore glory in Christ, I will not. glory ■because. 'I- am. 

righteous, but .because .1 am recle.eined- ;.. not because I am 
r clear of sin, but because my sins -are forgiven In the 
Middle Ages there is: St Bernard, admonishing the' hearer : 
h “ See, that thou beKeve this also, that it is thro.ugh Himself 
thy sins are pardoned : this is the witness of the Holy 
; Spirit spealdng in thy heart, Thy sins are forgiven tliee, 

. There is the great saying of Luther : Where forgiveness 
of sins is, there is Kfe„ and blessedness ”, ,; The doctrine., of- 
justification by faith, not necessarily under that title, has 
a w'ay of turning up with new majesty and power in every 
, period “of revival; when religion sinks in apathy, its 
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: romance and glory dimmed, .tliis.is one .of tli© feat con- 
ydetions to lose vigour and passiosd 
■ . , St Paul in the first instance, Luther as his disciple, have 
• done more than any other follower of Glirist to lead 
Church to a full seif -consciousness In tiiis sphere. Kaelt 
obtained clear insight respecting the terms on u’liieli sin h 
taken away as the outcome not of quiet or sdiolurly 
development, but of a desperate battle for hi? soul 
tinder new conditions, Luther was compelled to repeat 
St Paiihs conflict in order to regain St Paul’s truth. 
Water becomes steam only at a certain heat ; and it looks 
as if there had to be an intense experience, a. deep 
spiritual disturbance and fermentation, setting free great 
re igious forces, before the imbought mercy of God to the 
smful could be grasped anew and uttered with iwolm 
tiomsmg power. Everything in Christianity is then apt to • 

group itseH round tins truth. The certainty of foigivimess = 

reh^W if not the sum, at least the secret of Christian . 
“ ■ ’ t 

But aUhough forgiveness may be t)io koystono of f!ie ■■ 
arcb, It 18 none the less an idea wWeh creates vast diffi- 
culties for the modem mind. Partly these are intolicetnal 

theOh'* tliffioulties that confront 

he Clmistian view of things as a whole ; partlr they he.ar 

speoiaUy on the evangelical conception of Divine pardon.^ 

in each of th®Lo SXur 

■Merea. rather, ae T ' ‘I'"-* h-vo 

received. eondrtiom on which it ia iinpartui and j 

* Essential mysticism has no mossaLm fnr fi.r, 

JDxvme pardon. On the other hand t I ^ ^ who it.n.cH f.,,. 

thinker, Kant’s moralistic view of good rfini'ft T ioal 

forgiveness will bo found in ^ chaiaetfii- as ^.he sine qtm r,vn of 

(Semple’s translation), pp. 160-15?! 176 ,^ ISS-lto/gUl!'' 



^‘.of these assumptions is the reality of guilty sin, reYealecI, 
^■''by the consciousness of God, and of the obligation binding 
us to live according to His will of Holy Love. The alarm 
or sense of guilt, in. other words, is no offspring, of morbid 
'^'complexes, nor is it evoked by a view of God that may 
dismissed a.s legal and pre-Christian. ; it is a right kind 
akji, 1, and is the response to a right vision of God. This 
*-''^'*^*su.ic. ion, however, without which 'the Ghi'istian 

r, ■ 

of forgiveness becomes unmtelilgible, is far from 
^%ng Ist^enerally received. Apart from /a univeim! 
■^^distastoh’or so.mbre truths about otnseives, the material- 
istic or mechanistic monism which darkened the gky 
'’;‘or a generation' indisposes of o'ur contemporaries 
take moral disthictioB.s as in any " .real, sense absohite,. 
'?:>r as more than, useful and provisional; conventions. 'of 
®''.BOoial life . Guilt has at best ' a psychological' meaning for 
- those who regard ,. themselves as creatures, and .. even 
victims, of heredity, , education and- environment, no .more 


In recent engagements wdth negative thought, this con- 
ception., has had to bear the, brunt of some of the hardest 
fighting. To the gravest of these objections let ns now 
turn. 


at night and weep for their sins ; .and neither need we. 
Clear and sweet is my soul, and clear and sweet is all 
that is not my soul It is of course evident that the 
notion of forgiveness is only relevant to the alarmed or 
burdened conscience ; and la order that conscience should 
be alarmed, or at least that its alarm. should be confessed, 
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sucli a view, our choices are made for us hi^hiv \w iml 
them. . 

Whether tlife mood can be dispdlod J.y ivasoni,..-- i. . 
doabtfal. The man who urges (iie ii-r. i,;- ,.vp i'„ t •' 
protesting that in his 0;.; crerything .U-lViZ 
people oaU sin may justly be ,„d down to his '.s',;'.,.': 
account or ins schoolmaster’s, or ids conmi, 
oommomy a hnmbug. and inTariabir is devoid of i s, .. , ,, 

it mltf nndoublerUe." 

It may be said ; but I know persons whose ohano' df 
goodness has been nil and 

ichid bnt actuahy merciC^:; 

some men as on the moral level of alim.,!,- 

mcoCTigible because without msponsihilitj” '\‘Z 'T') 

lue voiia goes dead against it. .fehv'h,-^ W' -t 
D«te, Shatespeare. Gocthe-tho c,tnV,si;. ’« 
bieathe loses a vital ingredient if iU. of h 
m«ty he denied. H the ovi, t/iln , t , ! ’t- 

a^rwon^T mat? 

cam, nt?!t ““S conscience, the tragic draiLt '*»! 
cannot make a beginning. Besides, althoimh the h i Ion = 
penitence, or the capacity for it „ i‘ h* ® ^ 

tho^ht to have dropped out rf tt^Zn Tf 

another It is keener and graver than ’'«■■=> 

now than at any time in history,' it 
painful coiiscioiisness that soci-dK. u ^ ^ ^ 

rman-sinhnmanitytomlr^Ltltn 



^ \ , Is, Forgiveness Impossible ^ , 9 

the soda! wrongs by wMcIi they are surrounded. Men 
are apjaailed by their powerlessness to modify or remedy?’ 
the iniquity and the suffering inherent in the modern 
industrial system. They are stimg by a sense of guilt, 
they are overwhelmed by the feeling of impotence, they are 
distracted for a remedy. Social resjjonsibility has become, 
like the law of old, a schoolmaster to bring them to 
Christ V. 

If we have come so far, the question whether our failure 
to treat each other as we ought requires to be forgiven, 
will depend for its answer solely on whether we believe in 
God. To hear a man who believed in the moral being of 
God saj’- that he needed no forgiveness would affect us 
like the statement of a friend, in a picture-gallery, that for 
him the works of the great masters had no beauty. At 
once we should recognise that we cannot make him see. 
But, if we ventured on advice, it would be the suggestion 
bhat lie should contemplate some great picture, should 
look and look again, at intervals, with the confidence that 
.something would happen. New perceptions would 
onierge. The beauty spread before him would by degrees 
become visible. Similarly, let the insensitive man take 
pains to see Jesus, let Mm not withdraw his attention 
from that Figure, and inevitably he will learn the truth 
ibont MmseM. True, it is not through the realisation of 
1^-Msus only that God touches the spring of penitence in 
He may do it through many another deeji exjjeri- 
iace'^ '^xt the experience is always that of beholding a 
fciodiioss that shames us. 

> (2) A second objection to forgiveness is the fear, or 
even the conviction, that men cannot be forgiven because 
-he thing is contrary to the nature of the world. Is hot 
spiritual law If ^ anji/hing more rigid than physical, as 
being absolute for thought, not contingent ; and what. 
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can tMs mean except tlraf. tlie t'OTiseqiienees ol Bin cling 
to iis for e¥6r 1 We may lli*,'' Chleiitul doctrine o| 

Karma, bmding tills life to juv-t Irves Ify tin? of 

infiexiWe causation, Init is not inlff-njlilr room! criiiriatioii 
tlie very signature of the life in to' iiov; ar!> ? Surely 

it is nature’s last word tliat ilsf eilocis of sin are irre- 
versible, our futiue an ineKi'apabie eonelusioiii foretoki 
and ixed by tiie premises of ike past. If, tiiyii, tlie 
universe reacts to sin 'witk an iiioxra'ahility of wkieh ihe 
procession of tixe stars can be only a faint eitibloni. let 
us submit to fate, Lc;t us cun^cnt to be vriiat vre liao'*.? 
become. In resignation, tvitlmnt ]?■! ns live nnl;' 

our life at the level to wbich tnn bas Ijrfjr.ybt. it. 

In this contention, clearly, tliere is an olcna-ni of 
nobleness; if it errs, it does not err basely. It giveh 
exiiression to the deep assurance that not long in o-.-.rilt or 
heaven can tamiier with the smiclioiis of nrora! liw. 
Exemption from the eUects of wrong caunoi !>»* b»r 
nothing ; we, or some one else, must pay. l-k-lug £-■; 
made that our sin will find us out. Kothing in talk about 
forgiveness can be so distressing or uicreflibk' as liiuts r 
a poor and cheap condonation. The man who has begm 
to face moral realities cannot foe jjersuaded tJial iht 
accounts of the past will not somehow bo presontofi. i 
the teacher of religion does not keep Iiim rlgJit on t:-i, 
point, the novelist and the dramatist will. 

While, however, the contention is far from ignoble, 
is none the less mistaken. To begin until, altiiorigli pbi ir- 
the past is unalterable in the sense that it lios bap].e;a 
and to all eternity will have' happened, yet its vwin*'. 
ultimate significance for life, is still imdetcnnrned. 'I'hr. 
the futm-e must decide. It is in the future fbui It ^ 
significance will not merely appear but actually In* mid.® 
real. Later experience may impart a.- non' and. beneiifjeut 
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meaning to what formerly seemed unrelieYed disaster, 
Just as a musical ehord frequently is qualified In. tone and 
Yaliie by succeeding chords and .phrases,,. or. as a dreary 
stretch of country- may from a more adyanced point, of 
view reveal itself as an exquisite factor in a. fine landscape. 
Something like that can happen to our sins. Their final 
import, though not their OGCurrence, may change. As 
it has been put, ‘‘ they may become occasions of some 
spiritual state of great value which could not have been 
reached without them. Till the power Is known that can 
so transform them, they remain mere blots ; and the man, 
in' 'ivhose experience they are, feels the weight of an 
iiTemovable burden. But if there is known to Mm some 
tiansforming power Ills despair vanishes I am not 
at the moment arguing that evil, is an element of good, or 
even that it is an indispensable means to good, both of 
Thich positions seem to me more than doubtful, since it is 
.t least conceivable that greater good might have been 
ealised through the refusal to sin; T. am contending, 
.‘Ether, that in a spiritually constituted wmiid we are not 
taut up to believe that sin must entail final or hopeic?ss 




icthe past— its guilt, its soiling, its legacy of wealmess— 
.. -'mply moral, or also religious and believing. In the 
'A of the old writer, it is not sinning that ruina men, 

» it sinning and not repenting 

In the second place, it is mistaken to hold that 

^ W. Teinpie, Mens Greaifm’, pp. 173-174. 
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themselves , unable to conceive of Divine pardon eseept as 
consisting in, or at all events implying, the removal of 
such punishments. Despite the backing it often appears 
to have, from common sense, this position may be shown 
to be untenable. 

It is clear, to begin with, that in this external sense 
forgiveness and remission of penalty have no vital con- 
nexion with each other. Common usage brings, out the 
fact that in a wide variety of circumstances they can 
exist quite separately. It is within the competence of a 
judge, good cause being shown, to refrain from imposing 
the legal penalty of an offence and simply to cal! upon 
the culprit to give an undertaking for good behaviour in 
the future. Similarly, the Crowm can remit puiiishiiient 
by way of clemency; a thief might be let off imprison- 
ment who had gained military distinction for valour. 
But neither Judge nor Crown as such can forgive wrong ; 
only the injured person can do that. Again, willingiieiSS 
or unwillingness to forgive may be of crucial import tii 

at all eitiier 

of inflicting penalty or dispensing wdth it ; for example, 
when children have been treated unkindly by paremts, 
though not with physical violence. Or once more, we 
may forgive the dead, of whose wrong-doing we leariu'd 
only after their death. Not only so, but \vliei\' t'ic 
injured party has forgiveness and punisliment equai'jy in 
bis power, there need be no coincidence of pardon and 
remission. A father may resolve not to punish his ehikl 
and yet remember his sin against Mm ; on the other 
hand, he may forgive him wholeheartedly but also deeidr- 
that penalty must be exacted, and in this view the cliikl 
himself may concur. 

When we take the problem up into the religious nphcrc, 
it is to find .that .so far from the' forgiveness* of Cod 



Ycrj nm ot ioi’ii'ivtMicss, ana m tiie persons oi iiie Jn=^,nvefi 
as a sequel to lorgieiiig- tliem, He would not. hn jiiore 
loving t-baii He is ; il’e would cease to be God. 

Afc this I'loint al^'o it is important !o clisiiitgnish 
tliat difiVr. If alieria.lion from, the Fattier, aci-teniianied 
by il'Kit pe.infol of aceoimtabOil y afid Ff'lf-ftwiternpt 
%vlut'h tiia} bro.'itliy f*e desigiiatcfcl /‘gsdli'b forisij; thv 
piiniary cofiscainetieo of temsgrcjssion, ihv.n, as we 
Just seeD, it is sirpremc4y a.iid woiiderftilly IriiO thed Hife 
is swept away by die forgiving acceptance of fUsd. Far- 
dtfiied sill ihvnKilier has no pomw-to disturb or tyiddeu 
OUT relation to Gcti ; or perhaps, since the aeH-tortiiriiig 
capabilities even r»f the CMistian heart are iiiealciilalilc. 
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realisation has passed. ^ To the saint it is a daily dis- 
covery that God does not cast him out. Christian as he 
is, he remains a sinner ; saved, doubtless, in respect that 
he is now in filial communion with the Father, yet not 
translated magically into a sphere where temptation is 
unknown, but set to develop moral freedom through 
struggle and discipline, under the leadership of God and 
in His enjoyed love. Recurring faults are met by a mercy 
which he would not dare to claim in right and w'hich 
excludes the notion that “ salvation ”, given freely at the 
start, could be sustained in being by meritorious per- 
formance. In the family of God all are in this sense 
“ unprofitcable servants ” to the end, costing more than 
the worth of any service. 

We reach the conclusion, accordingly, that the ground 
and spring of forgiveness is in God, not in man. The 
source and presupposition of its occurrence lies in His 
being what He is — ^faithfully and unchangeably the Lover 
of men. But. this implies that the sweep of His mercy 
must not be narrowed at any stage. When Jesus spoke 
of the goodness of the Father who sends rains on the just 
and the unjust, and is kind to the unthankful, He uttered 
a truth which evangelicalism has been tempted to ignore, 
or defend in tones of apology. It is not only the good, 
thank God, who live as His beneficiaries. Mercy is His 
being, and streams forth to all in uninterrupted kindness. 
To all, however evil, He continues the gifts and possibili- 
ties of life, with a throng of varied powers and impulses 

1 Even so rewarding a writer on the psychology of religion a a 
Professor Pratt can rest satisfied with the conclusion, in his Religious 
Oonsciovsness (1921), that the “ sense' of sin " has been given too 
prominent a plane in normal schemes of conversion. Here he is qui te 
possibly right, but ho hardly inquires whether it is not in the course of 
the Christian life, perhaps years after conversion has taken pUwo, thstt 
conviction of sin may become most acute, and the need for forgivenesk, 
accordingly, most intensely felt, ? 
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suited to the development of personality in the Mngdom 
of free and loving spirits ; this also is grace to sinners, 
given not reluctantly but willingly ,* in a sense it is forgive- 
ness, manifesting His untiling ^ to save. How men 
often reflect on this in a marvelling temper when they 
have found God in Christ, and look back across years of 
dull insensibility ! How many things in that old life 
become expressive, witnessing to the ceaseless patience 
that had pursued us ! Even then we were not forsaken by 
the Eather. He surrounded us with jiersons, influences, 
appeals which are a proof, in retrospect, that He had 
never tinned from us. That is a fact revealed to us 
through personal and individnai experience, but it must 
hold good for the whole world. He who was merciful to 
our folly is merciful to all. 

However this may be, it does not entitle us to ignore a 
plain and momentous distinction. Things reveal their 
nature by what they do, and what forgiveness in the 
specifically Chiistian sense does is to establish communion 
between God and forgiven men. In fact, however, this 
does not at all necessarily follow from the merciful and 
universal Divine forbearance that broods over all men 
everywhere. Long-suffering is shown to the impenitent, 
that they may come to a better mind, but the capacity of 
sin to hinder communion with God is not thereby re- 
moved ; they do not enter, eo zpso, into the friendship of 
a Father with forgiven sons. Hence if we siieak here of 
“pardon,” we do it in a sense so excessively wide 
as to be misleading. It is less pardon than the permanent 
jjossibility of pardon as bestowed in Jesus, In contrast 
to the forgiveness set forth in the Gospel, it is inchoate 
and rudimentary. 


The significance of modern psychology for our problem. 
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especially in its practical issues, may justly rank as one of 
the most actual of our preliminary questions. What is 
the hearing on our subject of the most recent study of 
mind 1 Can psychology tell us what forgiveness is ? 

Here more than one reply seems to be possible. To 
begin with, psychology may elect to leave forgiveness 
alone, as falling outside its provin.ce. Psychologists as 
such, it may be held, have no means of deciding* whether 
there is or is not a forgiving God, wdiether the belief on 
the sinful man’s part that he has been forgiven is or is not 
an objectively true belief. They can do no more than 
describe the mental processes or machinery by means of 
which the consciousness of forgiveness comes to be upper- 
most in the inner life, together with the conditions 
psychical, environmental, and even physiological wliich 
precede (some would say, produce) this result — e.g. the 
instincts striving towards satisfaction, fulfilment and 
completeness which thereby are assuaged. It wiH appear, 
I think, that this at least points in the right direction. 

Or again, it may be argued that psychology is only 
concerned with what happens in the mind of one who 
beheves himself to be a subject of Divine forgiveness, but 
that this includes the important consequences for mental 
pacification and rejuvenescence which flow from the inrush 
of the new certainty. Attention is drawn to the obstacles 
to power and freedom found in the' universal human 
experience of guilt, to the paralysing eflect of remorse 
upon our moral energies, and the vast psychological 
importance of having repressed moral secrets brought up 
into the open, in order to relieve the patient of some 
hidden complex by which he has been haunted. Such a 
view does not rest content with processes but in addition 
tries to decipher their meaning. This meaning, however, 
is construed as a purely immanent one. It consists in the 


value realised by the new readjnstmeiit of the self to its 
own desires, memories, perturbations and divisions, as 
w^eli as to its social surroundings, whether these other be 
people or institutions. To a largo extent this seems a 
sound and defensible position. It is only when forgive* 
ness is taken as ha%dng no transcendent significance — as 
a •question of mental hygiene but not of objective Divine 
relationships — ^that difficulties arise. 

Once more, it has been contended that, by exhibiting 
the origin of belief in sin and guilt, the moral law, and 
God, as well as their gradually acquired social predomin- 
ance in history, psychology can let us see their merely 
subjective import. They remam, perhaps, but they 
remain as detected illusions, of which psychological treat- 
ment can relieve us, and which at a high level of reflection 
it is our duty to discard. This, stated briefly but not 
unfairly, is the general hypothesis now heing set forth by 
a good many representatives of what is called the “ ISTow 
Psychology”, though not by all. If the hj^-pothesis be 
sound, clearly the belief that one Can be forgiven and 
know it is no better than a hallucination. But obviously 
the hypothesis in itself is not psycholo^ at all ; it is a 
dogma of naturalistic metaphysic, illegitimately tacked 
on to a study of mental Hfe which (rightly for its own 
purpose) had ignored everjdhmgvm^ but neces- 
sitated processes. In this point of view, the newer 
psychology is Just the latest edition of a very familiar 
theory — ^psychological determinism. 

Not that the inquirers of this new school have not 
thrown new light upon sin. They have placed valuable 
emphasis on the emotional aspects of sin, reminding us 
that feehng enters into it as well as volition ; they have 
shown us, at all events with a new vividness, how' the 
raw^ material of sin is latent in' that deranged, balance of 
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instincts witli which all start in life, and how actual sin 
consists in their misdirection ; they have underscored the 
fact that the moral organism, like the physical, may be 
thrown out of gear in a manner for which we are not 
responsible in the usual sense of that word. Such insight 
may not be as new and original as we are frequently 
invited to suppose, but it is worth having. What Freud 
and his disciples tell us concerning dreams apd moral 
perversities does, after all due allowance, deepen our 
sense of what is meant by “the corruption of man’s 
heart ”. We realise afresh some of the actual elements in 
our psychical make-up at which the theologians of' an 
older day were pointing when they insisted on “ total 
depravity ”, even though they turned a blind eye to the 
fact that, in agreement with St Augustine as with Goi^the, 
we are justified in predicating congenital good of man no 
less than congenital evil. Also the new psychologists 
have drawn needed attention to the distinction between 
sin and moral disease. It is well to be reminded that 
things like kleptomania, sexual obsessions, morbid fea-rs, 
and genuinely ungovernable tempera are, like functional 
nerve disorders, due to unconscious repressed complexes ; 
they are disorders of conduct, to be dealt with by the 
mental physician. 

Even so, however, representatives of the newer psy- 
chology at its best wiU have it that moral disease is one 
thing, and sin another. For Dr J. A. Hadfield,^ to take 
one example, moral diseases are due to causes over which 
we have little or no control, while sins “result from a 
deliberate and conscious choice of the self, and depend 
upon the acceptance of a low ideal Or, as he puts it 
elsewhere, the essential psychological distinction between 
the two is this, that “sin is due to wrong sentiments^ 

^ Psychology and Morals, chap. vi. 
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moral disease is due to morbid compUx&s giving rise to 
uncontrollable impulses Waiving the not unimportant 
question whether the best Christian opinion would endorse 
the view that sin is always voluntary, and may not at times 
consist of unwilled outbursts of feeling, like jealousy or 
hate, and this occasionally at least where there cannot 
reasonably be any taUi of a complex, we note the fact 
that on such terms room is definitely made for sins wMcli 
can only be “ cured ’’ in so far as they first are 
pardoned. 

This, liov'ever, is not the aspect or form of the New 
Psychology which for the moment has succeeded in 
imposing itself upon the x>ublic mind. Freud, Jung and 
possibly (in a more popular vein) Tansley are the best- 
known names, and it is undeniable that some of their 
theories concerning the origins and intrinsic nature 
of religion, make the consideration of Divine forgiveness 
wholly superfluous. I n regard to these theories in general 
it has been said with point that in reality “ they represent 
the suppressed complexes of certain psychological writers 
and obtain credence only through the belief that they 
rest on scientific inquiiy We may reasonably beg 
leave to put aside as unimportant the arguments on 
religion of a miter who can actually make it a strong 
point against faith that no one ha;s ever seen a God 1 ^ 
Clearly if the power of rational choice be denied, whether 
in the name of instinct or the unconscious, sin as under- 
stood by Christianity is a chimera. Or if the moral law 
be denuded of all objective validity and reduced merely 
to the level of social utilities, if conscience be no more 
than an emotional response to circumstances prompted by 
herd-instinct, so that the sense of obligation loses its 

^ See Jung, The Psychology of the Unconscious, p. 30 (quoted by 
Baimfortb, Is Christian Experience an Illusion f, p. 8S). 
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sublime absoluteness of imperative, again sin is a delusion. 
And, finally, if God be onh/ a projection of the human 
mind, and the affirmation of His reality a mere device by 
which the human self endeavours, more or less success- 
fully, to escape from the discomforting realisation of its 
own wealmess and from the conflicts engendered by 
opposed instincts ; if, as Tansley graphically puts it, “ the 
mind, like the Indian juggler, can climb up a, rope the 
end of which it has thrown into the heavens ’’ — ^then once 
more it is vain to speak of sin or pardon. Sin has now 
become no more than mental uneasiness, and religious 
people may quite justly be described as abnormal neuro- 
paths who persist in an infantile attitude to life and to 
themselves. But it must have occurred to readers of 
these crude and at times unintelligent hypotheses that 
the recipe of auto-suggestion, thus peddled about like 
quack medicine, is applied in a strangely fortuitous 
manner. It is natural to ask : is religion peculiar in 
owing its existence to auto-suggestion ? May the same 
be said of morality, of the belief in an external world, 
possibly even of science 1 Is it quite inconceivable that 
the theory of auto-suggestion as explanatory of religious 
faith may itself be the offspring of auto-suggestion ? For 
my part, I cannot see why the fool who said in his heart, 
“There is no God ”, should not have been afflicted by 
auto-suggestion at least as much as He who said: “I 
am not alone, for the Father is with Me”. Perhaps, after 
all, what we have before us is little more or better than 
an example of the incurable tendency of men to suppose 

1 Two remarks may be made j (1) Of course, like every objectively 
true idea, the idea of God is a projection, in the sense that the ideal 
content is in the judgment referred to reality, (2) in certain instances, 
no doubt, “ God ” is for a child nothing (or little) more than a “ pro- 
jection ” of his father. But this is childish, and can quite well bo 
transcended. 
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tht=(y have solved a prc^biem wiien they have but indicated 
the difficulty by a new big word. Certainly it is hard to 
understand how herd-siiggestioii or infantile fantasy could 
produce anything so bitterly mortifyiiig to human pride 
as the Christian sense of sin and unworthiness. Is it not 
more credible that this painful consciousness of ih-desert 
re-emerges unfailingly, throughout the generations, be- 
cause ill every age men have found themselves confronted 
by the Holy One, who shows them what in fact they 
are f 

Speaking broadly, then, we may conclude that large 
and fruitful as the most modem psychological discussions 
in this field have often been, they have not invariably 
been accompanied by the perception that on certain 
ultimate issues, concerned with our attitude to those 
fundamental personal relationships which are the core of 
reality, psychology can have nothing to say. It is as 
much the fact now as ever before that religious truth, if 
it be truth, can as little as truth of a moral or scientific 
nature bo undermined by psychological analysis, however 
searching. Of cour.sc, if peojile insist on defining man as 
essentially a gregarious animal, inspired by a herd-made 
morality, and ignore the really interesting fact that moral 
pioneers have been those who revolted against the tyranny 
of the “ herd ”, it is not surjirising that they should reach 
hardly any positive results in Social Psychology, except 
those which are plainly false or inadequate. As a whole 
the verdict of Dr. E. J, Bicknell is sound: ‘‘Psychology 
can teach us nothing about the essential nature of sin or 
original sin. It has thrown much light on the x>sychicai 
machinery of sin. . . . But from the standpoint of 
pure theology the idea of sin still remains unaffected. 
Our acceptance or rejection of the Christian view of sin 
must be determined on other grounds than those of 
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psychology The chief problems, in short, remain 

exactly what they were. In that case it is manifest 
that no considerations based upon the alleged findings 
of psychology can at all lessen the urgency of the 
problem of forgiveness. 

NOTE 

The Theology of Herrmann 

No modern tliiriker has made a more profound study 
of forgiveness, human and Divine, than Herrmann of 
Marburg ; and it may be convenient that we should bring 
together some of his leading thoughts.^ He is chiefly 
interested in the pardon accorded to man by man in so 
far as it casts light on the crucial experience of the sinner 
entering into communion with God. The one has a real 
analogy to the other ; it is indeed its herald and 
preparation. 

He points out that in human intercourse itself there is 
a mutually exclusive relationship between holiness and 
kindness, righteousness and love, when these qualities are 
interpreted strictly. They cannot be reconciled with each 
other by pure thought. It is only in some concrete in- 
stance that we discover how righteousness and love can 
unite in a real fact which is at once incomprehensible and 
undeniable, a fact which wins from us an equally myster- 
ious and inevitable self-surrender. The act of human 
kindness in which we are pardoned is an act both of 
exclusion and inclusion, of rejection and acceptance, 

* The Christian Idea of Sin and Original Sin, p. 78, The whole of 
Section IV there should be read. 

* Of. some paragraphs in de Boor’s exeeilont article in thi Zeitschrift 
fur Theologie und Kirche (1926), pp. 41-4S. 
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paradoxically yet most definitely combined. ** The 
moment”, he writes, “in wMeh these two experiences, 
of the power of goodness as it Judges ns and of love as it 
seeks ns, meet as the effects witliin ns of one and the same 
personal will, is the experience of forgiveness. Only so 
do we receive the forgiveness of a person. What is 
essential is that we should perceive that owing to our 
guilt and the other’s moral goodness, feliowsMp between 
ns is excluded, while yet we experience the contrary^ fact 
that the other is not merely inflicting punishment on us 
hut seeking us for ourselves”.^ “Everyone Imows the 
experience of this power as it works upon him. It is the 
most effectual thing in education ; apart from it we 
should not become men at all. W e are not really educated 
save as we make the discovery that others, whom we 
regard as better than ourselves, are sj)aring no effort to 
aid us. In presence of such self-sacrificing goodness, our 
eyes open to the one and only thing to which we can make 
unreserved submission. It is then we perceive a reality 
which is no longer alien to our deepest life, and to which 
our nature opens. In freely surrendering to it we realise 
our utter dependence on it, while at the same time w© are 
lifted into a triumphant freedom of life such as we find 
nowhere else 

Now, just because this'; human., 'experience of being 
pardoned is so strange and inexplicable, we can learn what 
it means only by coming up against it in fact. The vital 
thing is the concrete event, and its place cannot be taken 
by any generalisations about human love or about man’s 
plain duty to forgive his neighbour. The reality of our 
guilt makes aU such theorisings or sententious hopes seem 
mere culpable levity. Tlie man who takes his friend’s 
pardon for granted, as a tiling of course, is morally 
^ Ethik, p. 130, ® Gesammelte Aufs&txe, p, SiT i. 
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us as an irresistible proof of the power and grace of 
God, and so wins us for the Father ? It is the Person 
of Jesus, set forth in the ISTew Testament. “ Forgiveness 
only becomes ours when we actually behold God Himself 
in the Christ who is for us an indubitable fact. The only 
way we can receive the forgiveness of God is this, that He 
makes us feel the penalty of our sin, and yet at the same 
time brings home to us the incomprehensible fact that He 
'-is seeking us and not giving us up. . . . The forgiveness 
God is not a demonstrable doctrine, still less a notion 
o^’t can be appropriated by an act of will. It is a religious 
j‘'<^^Wience. It must stand before us as an incomprehen- 
two, reality that the same fact that increased our grief 
reli^ur unfaithfulness and weakness of will nevertheless is 
^^j^tperceptible to us as a word of God convincing us that 
«s stooped doTvm to us. The appearance of Jesus can 
depthe for us this expression of God’s forgiveness as soon 
man perceive in Him, as nowhere else, the nearness of 
gave jt ig not through long-winded dogmatic reflections 
Cr(;re reach the sense that we receive the forgiveness of 
•^through Jesus ; that comes into our consciousness as 
^On as we understand religiously, or lay hold of as a work 
of God upon us, the fact that the Being of this Man is part 
of our sphere of existence. For then His death, as He 
bore it and as He expounded it in words at the Last 
Supper, becomes to us the Word of .God that overcomes 
our feeling of guilt. The God who comes near us in 
Christ reconciles us with Himself by that death 
No one at all closely acquainted with Herrmann’s 
theology can feel any doubt that such typical passages as 
these contain the secret and power of his thought. In a 
sense he was a ‘ one-idea’d ’ man ; he was determined to 
know nothing, as a pathway to God, bnt the Person of 
^ Commtmion with Ood (Eng. trans., slightly altered), pp, 140-142 





SIN AND GUILT 


W E are unlikely, it will be granted, to reach valid 
or impressive conclusions about forgiveness till 
we have first gained a clear insight that there exists 
something real and grave to be forgiven — something in 
which personally we are implicated — and also have in 
essence ascertained what this something is. Now to that 
in man which must be put away by remission, if feUow- 
ship with God is to be real, the Christian mind gives the 
name “ sin ” or “ sins Those who deny the need for 
forgiveness obviously do so because they deny the reality 
of sin, and this again they do because they doubt or deny 
the being of God as Holy Love. These three terms, 
God ”, “ sin ”, “ forgiveness ”, interpreted in a Christian 
sense, are in meaning such that they indissociably involve 
each other, and the negation of any one of them logically 
carries with it the negation of all. 

There are, however, several questions relating to sin 
which it is superfluous for us to treat of here . W e are only 
concerned to understand sin as it forms the object of 
Divine pardon. What is meant by the sin or sins which, 
as Christian experience proves, cry out for absolution ? 
Or rather, as “ sin ” after aU is an abstraction, and the 
only reality in the case is this person or that in personal 
relationships with God, what is meant by describing men 
as “ sinful ” ? Why does their sinfulness constitute a 
need for being forgiven ? But this question, if answerable 
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at all, can be answered apart from any effort to solve 
various other problems which inevitably arise out of 
reflection upon sin, and which have filled a large place in 
the literature of the subject. The realiig^ and character 
of the Fall, the nature of original sin, the genesis of sin— 
these are aspects of the larger topic which may he put 
aside as on the whole irrelevant to our purpose. The 
characteristics of sin which make pardon a necessity can 
in a real degree be understood irrespectively of the 
opinions we may form on those more outlying and perhaps 
insoluble matters. Here, accordingly, we shall leave them 
untouched. 

The chief end of man, in the Christian view, is to turn 
into conscious and willed obedience, throughont all the 
powers of his being, that absolute dependence upon G-od 
by which he lives. He is man at all in virtue of that 
principle of reason and seff-determinatiGn which links him 
to the Supreme Eeason of the world, which moves within 
him as an infinite and mysterious element that sets him 
apart from the animal creation and gives him a place in 
nature all his own. Thus viewed, man has at once affinity 
to God and value for God— an affinity that forms the basis 
and possibility of fellowship, a value incommensurable 
with that of ah created w things 'The worst and 
weakest men are conscious, however dimly, of being 
subject not merely to natural but to ethical and Divine 
law. And the best within us is expHoable, not by refer- 
ence to the system of immanent causality within which 
the laws of energy hold good, but by the immediate and 
constitutive relation in which the human spirit is set to 
the transcendent life of God. Try to explain ourselves as 
we may, there is a vast residue that finite causes will not 
account for. It is to these potentially infinite factors that 
Scripture points in the great words : God created man 
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in His ijwn image ”, And what the man thus fashioned is 
called upon to achieve is the autonomons development of 
his whole being under the control of that creative and 
holy' Will. Onr happiness lies in obedienoe. 

When, however, we survey the world of hhmanity, when 
we look into onr own breast, what is it that we find I 
Anything else than such a normal and cGntinnons develop- 
ment of life, nnfoldirig to the fulness of perfected powem. 
We find, instead, the universal phenomenon of man’s 
nature divided against itself, at variance with neighbour 
and with God. If our true destiny is to obey, it is a 
destiny we are obviously unable to accomplish. It is not 
simply that we freely reject the Higher Will ; we discover 
that to accept it gladly is beyond us. All who reach moral 
personality learn, on the faintest self -scrutiny, that their 
moral being is somehow wrong and crooked ; that along- 
side of the commanding sense of obligation there are 
fermenting within them a set of haM-blind and half- 
perverted instincts, evil tendencies which solicit their 
choice, lead their will astray, and often master it shame- 
fully. In short, we cannot begin the life of moral struggle 
and consent to face ourselves without feeling within us 
the dreary pain of the had ctmscience — without becoming 
aware, that is, that our will is evil. It is not wholly evil, 
as we shall see, but evil taints it in every element. 
Thus the fatal distinction between what we are and what 
we ought to be comes home to us. We are forced to look 
with open eyes on the one hand at our moral obligations, 
on the other at our moral incapacity. Both experiences 
are our own— the sense of what we should be, imposed on 
us by God, and the sense of what we are, thrust on us by 
a corrupt nature. It is an mternal schism, a rupture in 
the unity of the self ; and in consequence the self becomes 
so far a scene of anarchy and impotence. And in the last 
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resort we are divided in ourselves beoanse we are sundered 
from Him in whose will is our peace. To be alienated 
from God, for whose service and obedience we were made, 
is the invariable antecedent of alienation from self and 
neighbour ; and the breaking of that miseen tie, if 
unrepaired by forgiveness, will bring every candid man to 
the avowal that he is dragging with him through life a 
weight of unmanageable and perverse evil, which in some 
sense he must own as his and cannot disown. 

This wrong state or attitude of the will is called “ sin ” 
by all who acknowledge its reality, and what is distinctive 
of the Christian religion in this area is not so much its 
recognition of sin as the new estimate placed upon it. 
Recognition there has always been. It has not usually 
been denied that men do steal, or lie, or hate, or indeed 
that in the main human history has been a record of 
tragic failure. St Augustine and Huxley, leagues 
apart as they may be, are in agreement here. But the 
religion of the Bible is original and final in its contention 
that the distinctive quality in sin lies not chiefly in its 
antagonism to our higher life, or to the weKare of society, 
but in its antagonism to the will of the living God. That 
will was fully disclosed through the compassionate love of 
Jesus. Accordingly, we now detect and measure sin by its 
unlikeness to the spirit of Jesus ; we know sin when we 
see it by its difference from Him. Men had other service- 
able critena of sm before His day, but these are antiquated 
now. It is in the Hght of Chi'ist that w'-e see sin clearly and 
can in some real degree understand how it looks to God, 
whose estimate of it we are bound to share so far as we 
chscover it. In proportion as a man grows famihar with 
the fact of Christ and lets the illumination of that pure 
spirit fall, on his own soiled nature, he will become more 
sensitive to the horror of sin ; also with growing insight 
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he will disorimiiiate more surely what is sin from what 
is not. 

Historically, we can scarcely overrate the importance of 
this fact, that every closer approach to true knowledge 
of God has been accompanied by deeper insight into sin, 
though not by any means, as some thinkers have 
supposed, by an increase in the attention given to sin. 
We are wise if we “ shut our eyes from looking iipen evil 
and decide that it is unprofitable to meditate on our own 
wrong-doing. But apart from this practical maxim, it 
remains emphatically true that every growing apprehen- 
sion of God’s reality and its meaning for our lives brings 
us to a profounder realisation of the sheer evilness of all 
that exiles us from Him and from blessedness. And here 
the limitmg case, to repeat it once more, is the effect upon 
us of Jesus, who shows us God and therefore 1^)80 facto 
shows us ourselves. In His light, we begin to undemtand 
what sin is and also why it is sin. Moral evil instantly 
ceases to be something arbitrary and incomprehensible, as 
it is in many religions and even at times in the Old Testa- 
ment, where the worshipper cannot tell why certain things 
are wrong and need pardon in the sight of God, because 
the commandments he is bidden to keep have no intrinsic 
or self-evidencing rightness. All such arbitrariness is at 
an end for the man who has met with Jesus Christ. If, as 
He has taught us, to be one with God means confiding in 
the Heavenly Bather with unqualified trust and in 
the service of His other children, it follows that sin 
means every disposition and action which lack faith and 
love. Sin, essentially, is selfish failure to trust and obey 
God. 

In technical language, the predication of sin is a judg- 
ment not merely of existence but of value. It asserts both 
a fact and its character. What conscience is expressing 
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in suoli a judgment is condemnation of an attitude or 
act as exhibiting a certain kind of will or person. The 
condemnation may start from the outward action, bnt it 
does not stop there ; it includes the agent and his motives, 
for the act has a character and is what it is only as- it 
phenomenaHses a personal will or choice. Though 
colloquially we use it more broadly, sin strictly is a 
religious term, as is indicated by the fact that when 
condemning anything in ourselves or others as sin we 
assume without reasoning that we are dealing with it as 
it is “ in God’s sight It has been done against Him ; He 
sees it in its real ooloms ; om' judgment, if sound, is an 
echo of His. We may pass relatively valid judgments 
upon ourselves and our neighbours ; in comparison with 
our neighbours we may even feel justified in assigning to 
ourselves or to them certain comparative degrees of good- 
ness ; but the absolute truth concerning our lives or theirs 
can only be pronounced by God. We are sinners in His 
eyes, though before men we might be without reproach, 
and even our own heart may not condemn us. 

The nature of sin becomes perhaps more clear if we 
contrast it, in the first place, with misfortune. Between 
the two there are resemblances but also cardinal dis- 
similarities. Misfortune deplore, at times bittejrly, 
and its onset we normally do our best to resist or avert. 
But We do not consider it to arise, like sin, from within our 
very self, nor does the most crushing visitation of calamity 
necessarily rob us of self-respect. We feel that it is 
possible for men to rise in triumph over sufiering ; 
that they may do so in the very article of pain ; and the 
consciousness may justly be uppermost that by enduring 
disaster worthily it may be given them to realise nobler 
moral values and fulfil higher ends than would otherwise 
have been attained—ends and values that in themselves 
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may conceivably be of infinite importance. But when we 
charge ourselves with sin, we are covered by our own 
judgment with reproach and censure, w-hich we are com- 
pelled to believe is a reafilrmation of the censure of God. 

In’the second place, sin is to be carefully distinguished 
from error or ignorance. We have often to reprimand 
ourselves for blundering thought or action, and the annoy- 
ance or grief caused by these mistakes may have all 
degrees of intensity and duration. But error in and by 
itself is not sin ; after erring, we blame our ideas but not 
our will, our insight but not the ruling energies of our being. 
What was wrong was our conception of the facts rather 
than the motives or principles by which in action we were 
guided. We distinguish between our self and the ideas 
that filled consciousness and were erroneously identified 
with realities ; the second we chide morally, but not 
the first. 

Among the positions familiarly associated wdth the 
name of Ritschl is the contention that sin essentially is 
ignorance, and that on any other terms God’s forgiveness 
of it would be unintelligible. The only form of sin not to 
be described as ignorance is the act or attitude of tliose 
who resolutely and definitely reject Christ. Now it 
cannot be denied that ignorance or error is present in all 
sin. As it has been put : “No man if he fully understood 
MmseM , if he took everything into account, if he looked at 
God and at his own nature — what he was made for — and 
at the final issues, could sin In choosing evil, we are 
imperfectly aware of all that our choice entails . ‘ ‘ Father, 
^ forgive them ”, Jesus said, “ for they know not what 
they do”. This saying amply proves that ignorance 
enters, as a palliating factor, into many sins, perhaps into 
all; but we must not give it a range of megi,nmg far 
beyond the speaker’s intention. It cannot mean that 
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those who killed our Lord were totally unconsoious of 
wrong-doing, for the experience of Judas is evidence of 
the contrary. Not only so ; we must ask whether it was 
mere short-sighted prejudice that blinded these men to 
Jesus’ greatness. The Gospels plainly show that scribes 
and Pharisees had in some degree felt the wonderful 
power of Jesus’ words, so that their rejection of tiim. in 
the end cquld not be wholly due to misunderstanding . He 
had not spoken of His mission obscurely or hidden from 
them His works of compassionate mercy. The truth is 
that like ourselves they were able to shut their eyes to the 
holy love that stood before them ; the call to penitence 
and submission had woimded pride too sorely, and 
vengeance claimed its prey. Let him who has never 
rejected or betrayed the Saviour first cast a stone at 
them. 

But apart from this historical example, two con- 
siderations insist on being allowed for. First, in the hour 
of penitence we find it impossible to urge that our sin has 
been no more than error. To describe it so is a reading 
of facts which even in the case of our neighbour is un- 
convincing and in our own is self-evidently false. At times, 
perhaps not very infrequently, we Wilfully disobey God 
with open eyes ; we see His will with perfect clearness, yet 
are aware of selfish or perverse impulses which drive 
us to oppose it advisedly and directly, and to these we 
yield. Malice, self-indulgence, unbelief— ^we sin in all these 
ways, knowing for certain that we are doing wrong. 
Doubtless in choosing the evil we do not resolve to be 
done with God for ever ; we cheat ourselves, or bribe 
conscience to be silent, by protesting that this sin is an 
exception to the rule, which we intend shall not affect our 
permanent; relationship to God ; yet thus voluntarily to 
Ignore the meaning of our sin is itself an act implying both 
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knowledge and will. Had sin been mere ignorance, 
enlightenment would have sufficed ; yet it is simple 
psychological fact that the clearest knowledge is often 
unable to break the fetters of evil habit. We mnst there- 
fore reject a view which is really only explicable in a 
Christian teacher by the lingering influence of Greek 
thought — which in general Bitschl so much deprecated— 
in this case the idea that virtue is knowledge. The 
penitent as he pours out his confession is aware that to 
exculpate himself by pleading ignorance would be to 
aggravate the wrong, not lessen it. And a theory whicli 
breaks down just at the moment when we get our clearest 
look at sin can scarcely approve itself to a calm 
judgment. 

But again, the motive underlying Ritschl’s view is 
equally unsound. He is obviously of opinion that the 
grace of God as Forgiver resides in this, that He regards 
our sin as ignorance and therefore pardonable. Sin done 
intentionally and with premeditation, it is suggested, 
would be impardonable, as in Hebrew religion were “ sins 
done with a high hand ” ; it reaches a pitch of enormity to 
which Divine mercy does not and cannot extend. The 
assumption is that if we could but share God’s view of sin 
we should realize it to be less grave than we had 
supposed, because more excusable. And this is contrary 
to Christian experience ; the movement of thought in the 
mind of a true penitent is exactly the reverse . So far from 
learning to regard sin as less serious because now justly 
interpreted as the product of misconception, he perceives 
with an ever deepening insight that sin is definitely 
rebellious, even though the rebellion may be for a time 
beneath consciousness. We have sinned because we meant 
to sin. When two people quarrel, we do not ^escribe the 
facts accurately by saying that, they differed in opinion, 
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sinned inadvertently, but those who know they have 
sinned with all their might, exerting their whole force and 
thrusting the will of God aside. No sin to Him is un- 
pardonable but that of refusing to ask j>ardon. 

But if sin is neither misfortune nor error, although it 
contains elements of each, how shall we fix its meaniiig 
exactly ? There is much to be said for the position that 
sin, as a simple datum of experience, is indefinable, in the 
sense that we cannot express its significance by any terms 
in which that significance is not akeady implied. But at 
least we may describe it as indifference or opposition 
to the will of God, that will, being identified -with the 
morally highest that we know. Sin is the lack or refusal 
of faith and love. The gravity of sin, so conceived, m 





manifestly relative to tlie cHaracter of Ood before whom 
and against whom the sin is knowingly committed ; and, 
as we have already seen, this means that since Jesus 
Christ has been here, the hues of sin have gro^ darker. 
Outside Ghristendom sin may he foly, or ugliness, or 
disease ; but these ideas cannot be taken as exhaustive 
or even as nsefuUy descriptive now that sinners hay© 
faced the height and depth of love unveiled by the cross 
of Jesus. The diSerence is not superficial but radical, for 
it is occasioned by a new thought pf God. Sin then is the 
claim, explicit or implicit, to live independently of God 
and to put something, whether self or world, in His place. 
It is in fact godlessness, the will that for us there should be 
no God at all ; and while the chief moral forms in which 
this spiritual attitude finds expression are selfishness and 
sensuality, yet these terms do not bring out the fact, as a 
working conception should, that sin is what it Is in virtue 
of its bearing on God and His wiE for men. It is a crucial 
point that sin has vitiated our personal relationships with 
Him, because all such relationships take their meaning 
and colour from the inward disposition, and it is in the 
disposition that sin resides. Thereby we have got wrong 
with the Father, and the supreme question in religion is 
how we may get right. If rectification is possible, do we 
take the initiative, or must the first active steps be taken 
by God Himself ? This in brief is the problem for which 
the Christian message of forgiveness proposes a solution. 
It declares that the Father puts us right with Himself in 
pure grace, at an inward cost of which Calvary is the 
measure. 

To the student of forgiveness and its problems, the one 
hopeful answer to the question ; Where does my sin come 
from? is, curiously enough, From myself. .Unless its 
source lies there, to speak of its being pardoned is meaning- 
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less and irrelevant. We miglit as well talk of logical error 
being cured by drags. If sin does not arrive tbrongli me, 
if its traces cannot be followed up till they lose themselves 
in my act and nature, it does not require to be forgiven 
nor could forgiveness by any conceivable method be 
brought to bear. But let us not fail to register the fact 
that by tracking sin to the secret places of the human 
spirit we toe not in reality explaining sin ; we are not 
looking through a microscope, as it were, and watching 
the spectacle of the non-moral being transformed into the 
immoral. The problem we sin, we misuse our 
moral freedom, still eonironts us as implacably as ever. 
Sin in the last resort is radioaEy unintelligible ; it is 
incapable of being interpreted in terms of rationalpurpose; 
it is irreduoiMe to factors which in a moral sense can be 
made transparent and seH-accrediting. As we con- 
template .the. sin; we : have done, ”;it Confronts ' U^^ a 
thoroughly irrational entity, impervious to light- 
inexplicable to the mind, and to the conscience inexcus- 
able. We can find no real place for it in the theoretical or 
the practical world. All the possible aids to reflection do 
not enable us to make sin satisfying either to reason or to 
love, but we stand with bowed head in presence of the 
accusing fact : “ The good that I would I do not, but the 
evil that I would not, that I do We have no option 
but to conclude that that abandonment of God in which, 
by its nature, sin consists is the mysterious outcome alike 
of necessity and of freedom. It springs from natural 
tendencies which, so far as can be seen, are unavoidable, 
but none the less it is a tiling of personal choice, for which 
we reproach ourselves. To put sin down to the account 
of external influences is not to lessen but to increase our 
sin by covering it with false excuses, and poisoning the 

^ Rom. 7^®. 


springs of truth within. On this subject Jesus has said 
the last word : “ There is nothing from without a man, 
that entering into him can defile him 

Forgiveness in the Christian sense is relative not merely 
to “ sin ” but also to the idea of guilt ” ; yet before 
passing to a brief study of this second idea we ought to 
glance at one iong-diseussed problem which in this context 
has an importance of its own. The psychological fact that 
in repenting’ the best Christians ask pardon not only for 
what they have done, but even more for what they are, 
signalises the truth that “ sin ” is predicable, strictly and 
in the ultimate sense, of the self rather than of isolated 
acts. We are sinful. Does this mean that we are purely 
and exclusively sinful, untouched by good ? Probably 
some candid minds have revolted against the thought of 
forgiveness on the ground that to ask for it is implicitly to 
confess that we are wholly and unrelievedly bad. This 
unmitigated badness in God’s sight they deny, and we 
must inquire how far their denial is justified. 

The position thus rejected, which is ofttjn supposed to 
be Scriptural, undoubtedly appears to introduce a fatal 
duplicity in the utterances of conscience ; for it will, not 
be questioned that conscience does pronounce some of 
our actions right and others wrong. But if right, they 
must be right in God’s judgment and not merely in our 
own. The distinction of right and wrong is not a figment 
of human thought ; it is valid for the Divine mind. If I 
have behaved justly to a neighbour, it was an act willed 
by God, and as done it receives His approval. Not that 
the manner of its doing may not be faulty, but the core 
of justice in it, which entitles it to bear the epithet 
“ just ”, is what He commands. On the other hand, what 
i M&rk 
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Are Men Wholly Evil? 

awakens His displeasure cannot be right from the human 
standpoint. Further, we may reasonably ask whether the 
position now in view really is Scriptural. I cannot 
suppose that the unbiassed reader of the Gospels will 
conclude that in Jesus’ sight men were wholly evil, even 
if destitute of the faith that gave entrance to the Kingdom. 
To the rich young ruler, for example, He would not have 
said, One thing thou laekest ”, had He regarded Mm as 
totally depraved. St Paul, too, in Bomans definitely 
speaks of Gentiles whose conduct, at any rate in some 
cases, proved that they possessed a Divine law written on 
the heart. The Bible is. always perfectly frank, much 
franker than theology has often been ; and when it 
distinguishes good and evil in human practice, recognisiog 
the one no less than the other, it does so not from a 
weakened feeling for sin but because of its insight into 
facts. Writers of Scripture had so unflinching a view 
of sin that they could afford to acknowledge openly what 
in human life was praiseworthy ; but more, and perhaps 
more important, their sense of the living God kept them 
jjerpetuaily aware that no man is ever absolutely without 
the knowledge of - God’s will or utterly deprived of His 
enabling impulse to goodness. If there is good, as there 
is, in lives not blessed by faith, this is not owing to self- 
made human virtue, but to the inescapable love and 
presence of the Father.^ 

There is however another side to the question, and one 
very relevant to forgiveness. In man as such there is 
something else than sin ; but it is no less true that good, 
even when present, does not excuse the evil also present ; 
the sinner is not Justified for his evil because he has done 

^ Cf. Augustine, Enchiridion XII ; quamdiu itaque natura comim- 
pitur inest ©i'bonurn quo privetur . . . quociroa bonum oonsumere* 
oorruptio non potest nisi consumendo naturam. 



good as well. If it be true that the power of our evil will 
does not extend so far as wholly to abolish our relation.' 
ship to God or utterly destroy His activity within us^ this 
may demand our gratitude, but it will not entitle us to 
self-righteousness. If we are so made and come in such a 
history that, by God’s mercy, impulses to good are con- 
stantly reaching us, which in some measure can be 
accepted, all the more damning is the indictment which 
declares truly that we have all, without exception, been 
guilty of wiMui and repeated sin. The good has been 
acknowledged ; let the evil be acknowledged equally, and 
the need for pardon is evident. 

When Kant replied to the facile optimism of eighteenth- 
century philosophers and essayists by rightly asserting 
the presence of radical evil in human nature, what he thus 
affirmed was not total depravity, but for practical pur- 
poses it was no less grave. Total depravity, as commonly 
understood, means that we are sinful and nothing eke— 
“ utterly indisposed, disabled, and made opposite to all 
good, and wholly inclined to all evil The incredible 
picture is drawn in pure black. Badical evil means that 
there is nothing purely good in man, nothing clean or 
untainted, but evil is unfailingly mixed with good. This 
surely is a perfectly accurate statement of the case. Can 
we point to any thought or feeling that is wholly undefiled ? 
Which of us knows by inward experience what is meant by 
purely disinterested love, of God or man 1 We need not 
tell disparaging lies about ourselves to the effect that we 
are nothing but sin. Thk honest men will deny, but the 
truth they may be brought to own is sufficiently dark. 

Theology has always been haunted by the fear that the 
frank admission of partial good in man will nourish pride 
and make humility and faith impossible. But it can never 
* Wes(minsier Confession, chap, vi. 
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The Meaning of Guilt 

be barmM to follow CMst in recognising facts. To tell 
men they are evil only may actnally hide from them how 
evil they are. To deny degrees of sinfulness may blind 
men to the one truth here that matters, viz. that ewry sin 
is blameworthy and forfeits communion with God. Each 
sin, major or minor, is mortal sin in this sense, that the 
possibility of its remission comes not from its smallness 
but from, the merey of the Father. 

Thus far we have chiefly spoken of our relationship, in 
sinning, to God Himself ; for this is the constitutive 
element in sin, on which all else must depend. But in 
addition to repelling God by sin, we antagonise others 
and we destroy pnrseives. In all these respects we come 
as sinful persons to oceupy a permanent and habitual 
state or condition ; the life we live is one of alienation 
from the Father, of dispeaoe with men, of an inability we 
cannot cure to restrain in ourselves “the lusts of the 
flesh”. These aspects of personal experience are indis- 
sociabij'’ bound up together in the life ’of sin ; in the life 
that has received forgiveness they are no less inseparable. 
When in pardon we have become one with God, it tran- 
spires that to be on terms with Him of forgiven sonsliip 
has made all things new. Our relationships with others 
and with pur own nature have now been reconstituted ; 
having peace with God, we can in ever-increasing measure 
build up a life of self-control as well as of authentic fellow- 
ship with those whose existence we share. 

When a Christian man seeks to give himself an account 
j of his experience in being pardoned, he is compelled to 

fix on the idea of his guiii. Thus it has often been pointed 
out that forgiveness bears directly on the guilt of sin, 
indirectly, on its power. The aspect or quality an sin 
which we designate guilt is its power to force us to 
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condemn ourselves, with the accompanying consciousness 
that God is condemning us. To look at the Holy One 
with realizing mind is to become aware that there is in us 
an impurity and impotence for which we are answerable. 
The paradox confronts us ; because we are answ'erable, 
there can be for us no excuse, yet because we are. answer- 
able, and sin has not merely happened to us as an infection 
might, it is possible for us to be forgiven. Only guilty sin 
can be pardoned ; there has taken place a disturbance of 
our personal relationship to God, and this He can rectify. 
Indeed, the sense of guilt is of itself a token of hope ; it 
proves we are not hopelessly lost to goodness, because 
our eyes are not fast closed to the reality of God. Willing- 
ness to accuse ourselves is evidence that He has not wholly 
forsaken us. 

The man to whom the holiness of God has become 
known cannot but be aware of his guilty sinfulness, yet 
he will not affirm, its inherent necessity. Here we must 
start from the voluntary character of sins that come home 
to us most poignantly ; underlying them all is a certain 
attitude of our will towards the will of God, an attitude 
which we find it impossible to explain by the inflixenco of 
fate. This state of affairs is in no way modified by the 
ciroumstanoe that notoriously we cannot, by any effort of 
volition, however strong or lasting, produce any funda- 
mental alteration in the sinful bent of our will ; thus we 
cannot simply by trying hard come to love ourselves less 
and God supremely. Or to put it otherwise, we dare not 
make the reality of guilt conditional on some imaginable 
but problematic solution of the question of free will; 
indeed, we may at this point feel ourselves shut up to an 
antinomy, which from our present standpoint we are 
unable to resolve. We are bom self-centred and egoistic, 
yet when we express our egoism in act or feeling we feel 
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ashamed before God. In the hour of repentance we 
envisage our will as blameworthy ; and this with an 
intuition which is not provisional but absolute in its 
perceptions, an intuition which can in no sense be con- 
ditioned by any further light we might conceivably obtain 
on a supposed neutral state of our will antecedently to 
the sinful act, but fixes the character of our will as it is. 
Things are what they are, be their antecedents what they 
may, and to be conscious of God in Christ is to pronounce 
an irrevocable verdict of guilty ” upon om'selves. If we 
have a will at all, it is guilty, free or not ; and it is guilty 
just as being a will, i.e. something original which is no 
product of exterior constraint, but veritably our own. 
We are chargeable with sin — behind this fact we cannot 
go. No ulterior explanations can affect it. When we 
refuse to sophisticate ourselves, we derive our own sin 
from willed decision against God, in whom the moral law 
is alive. This conviction that we are in a state of sin for 
which we are liable, this direct imputation to ourselves 
of our sinful being and doing, is the sense of guilt. 
No burden can equal it : der Ubel grosstes ist die 
Schuld, 

Guilt has two aspects : it bears on ourselves and also 
on our relationship to God. It signifies, first, that the 
doer of the wrong is permanently owner of the deed ; the 
fact that he once did it is a standing attribute of his 
character. In other words; it is persons, not acts, of which 
in strictness guilt can be predicated. And this for more 
reasons than one. To begin with, no act can be conceived 
which simply as an occurrence in space and time is, in 
itself, reprehensible. Killing may foe no murder. The 
guilt which in familiar speech we attach to this or that 
action goes back in reality to the person who committed 
it. Furthermore, persons not acts are the true subjects of 


guilt because acts pass, but persons persist, continuousiy 
responsible for their doings. As it has been put : “ Be- 
cause it is part of the character of the very self, and the 
self remains, therefore the past sin remains, for me and 
in me, still. The guilt of that which has been guiltily 
done seems to be abidingly contained in the fact of my 
self-identity with the past. It is part of that continuity 
which personality means That the doer may forget 
the deed leaves its condemning quality unaffected, for 
under stress he may recall it again ; and while there is 
forgiveness there is no forgetfuhiess with God. How 
great the doer’s guilt may be depends on variable circum- 
stances, and supremely on the extent to which he put 
himself into the deed. “ This act is sinful ” is a judgment 
on the content of the volition we are characterizing ; 
“ this act is guilty ” is a judgment on the conditions in 
which the volition occurred. And the degree of guilt must 
be determined by the share, the personal and inalienable 
share, which we took in what was done. Obviously out 
of a situation of this kind problems may spring which we 
cannot solve. None of us can measure his brother’s 
guilt ; it is indeed precisely true to say that he cannot 
measure his own, for he is incapable of discriminating the 
thoughts and intents of Ms heart with that just accuracy 
which would admit of his attaching the right co-efficient 
of guilt to each individual action. But in a study of 
forgiveness such refinements of calculation possess little 
or no importance. All guilt is destructive of that 
fellowship with the Father which pardon alone can 
recreate. 

This, in fact, is our second point : that guilt does in- 
dicate the actual relationship between the sinful and Him 
whose will they have violated. True, there is a moral 
* Moberly, AtonemcTit and personalUy, p. 34. 
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consciousness of giiilt which forces us to condemn our- 
selves for wrong, irrespectively of any sense of the con- 
demnation of God. When however the tokens of God's 
; presence, and of His personal concern with our lives, 

I w^ken us up to the fact that in sinning vre have thrust 

Him aside, the moral consciousness of guilt takes on a 
new and keener poignancy. The feeling that we are in 
self-chosdn antagonism to the Person with whom we have 
to do gives a fresh edge and weight to compunction, 
intensifying our distress over moral failure. Not only so: 
it appears to be psychologically true to say that the bad 
conscience inevitably produces what we can only describe 
*as resentment or enmity against God. He now assumes 
^ such an aspect in our thought that we can feel towards 

Him neither confidence nor gratitude. Trust Him, we 
camiot, for now He is too far off to be confided in ; we 
have banished ourselves from His company and there- 
fore find it impossible to conceive of Him as other than 
menacing and hostile. Nor can we cherish gratitude 
■ to One whose holiness we dislike to recall, since it 

shames our defilement ; we have nothing to thank Him 
for, for now He is our enemy, and the antagonism of 
I direction necessarily obtaining between His good will and 

i ours changes before our blinded eyes into personal ill- 

; will on His part against us. He bars our path ; He 

;! opposes our madness ; He thwarts our desire : it is impos- 

I sible but that in this mood we should reckon Him a dark 

: and threatening adversary. 

, In these circumstances, there are natural objections to 

j the reality or seriousness of guilt at which we grasp 

I readily, cheating ourselves out of this feared and hated 

I responsibility. We are tempted, for instance, by the plea 

j that to impute guilt is to exhibit a deficient xmderstanding 

; of facts, and that in the familiar words " to know all is 


to pardon ail In proportion as we see into the play of 
causal factors out of which the evil deed grew, we can 
perceive more and more clearly (the argument runs) that 
the deed was unavoidable, that incredible as it may sound 
nothing was possible except the aotnal ; so that “ guilt ”, 
for the enlightened mind, is a pointless and obsolete term. 
So-called sin, the undeairableness of which need not he 
denied, is in reality only moral disease. As disease, it may 
be hereditary, the real source of what we are and do lying 
not in our character, even as determined by contemporary 
environments, hut actually outside the frontiers of our 
own life, in the calamities or mistakes of bygone genera- 
tions. Our function, then, is not to blame ourselves but 
to accept ourselves. Not the imputed act is reprehensible 
in the last resort, but rather our feeling of guilt about the 
act. The “ sin ” is normal ; the compunction is eccentric. 
For anyone who persuades , himself that the moral con- 
sciousness is not to be . believed, this is an alluring hypo- 
thesis ; and who can say how wistfully we may not all of 
us have glanced at it, as we searched for excuses and 
refused to make confession ? 

The modern way of rightly bringing action into a vital 
relation with character may at times appear to lend con- 
firmation to this general view. If my action, it is urged, 
is in sober truth the outcome and offspring of my character, 
and thus expressive of what I am, must it not he a 
necessary action, such that the person I am could do 
nothing else ? It acts itself, we may say ; my choices 
are made for me by my nature before I myself (in appear- 
ance) make them. Yet on the whole this does not seem 
to harmonise with the utterances of conscience. So far 
as can be ascertained, conscience does not declare to the 
sinner, after his sin : You are bad, for you eould only 
act in this way and could not act otherwise and as you 


71 


We WiU to Acknowledge Guilt 

ought. Its pronouncement rather is : You are bad, and 
your badness has come to the surface in the fact that you 
could do, and did, what you have actually done. Your 
act reveals the sinful disposition which is yours. It is 
not an unavoidable expression of your character, but it 
is a real expression of elements that go to make it what 
it is.: 

But however this may be, no coercive argument can 
be framed whereby the man who categorically denies his 
own guilt shall be proved in error, by a proof valid for all 
normal minds. The question is to be decided under the 
converging lights of moral and religious experience ; in 
asserting our own guilt, or that of another, we are per- 
forming an act of faith in which we vote for that theory 
or interpretation which preserves the facts of the moral 
consciousness in their full meaning and reality. It is 
certain, in any case, that one to "whom God has become 
known experimentally as holy will refuse to treat the bad 
conscience as illusory ; to him it will bo evident that by 
negating his responsibility to God and before his own 
mind he becomes not less guilty but more. Let the 
doubter but reflect upon his own explosive and unques- 
tioning reaction against a deliberate wrong done to 
one he loves, the indignant rising of his moral being 
to condemn the outrage, his worthy impulse to confront 
the wrong-doer with his act and bring him to account, and 
he will find it intelligible enough that, notwithstanding 
the most modern theories of morality, men still use the 
word “ guilt ” with intense and serious meaning. To 
renounce it is to surrender all belief in the real character 
of the human will, as well as in the possibility of fellow- 
ship between moral persons. On those who hold, then, 
that the consciousness of guilt is illusory, falls the onus 


of proof. Tlieir proof must fail, for, as Bergson, puts it, 
“all they can do is to extend arbitrarily to voluntary 
actions a law verified in cases in which the will does not 
intervene ”, 

The significance of the feeling of giait for the indi- 
vidual’s moral and spiritual life it is impossible to 
exaggerate. Once it has struggled into w'akefulness, its 
atmosphere spreads everywhere, and a deep shadow' of 
felt inability dogs our thoughts of good. If we are guilty, 
what avails it to dream of happy moral triumph ? Doubt- 
less the ideal still remains to beckon us, to exact on 
occasion a burst of moral heroism or animate slow and 
persevering obedience ; but the question cannot long be 
shirked whether in fact we are able to cope with the bad 
conscience so long as we remain within the boundaries of 
ethics. Can even the loftiness of the ideal be expressed 
in moral terms ; can moral thought do Justice to the 
depth of our distress over failure to attain it ? Must not 
“ the good ” in what seems its iiin>ersonal cold and higli 
distance become “God” if our conviction that the 
Universe is now unfriendly is to be accounted for, and 
if there is to be substantial hope for our escape and 
victory ? In itself “ the good ” is simply hostile to the 
bad ; it does not raise up the fallen or impart the promise 
of new strength. It is as men have beheld God in Jesus’ 
love for sinners — ^without the fear of inexactitude we may 
say only so — ^that they have had courage to believe that 
“ the good ” is in reality but a less full and less glorious 
name for a gracious Father who has taken active steps 
to visit our need and open for us a door of hope. In His 
presence the bestowal of forgiveness has once for all made 
, goodness “ an assured career Nor is this the whole. 
On the human spirit have always lain the two great 
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burdens of guilt and fate ; tlie weight of our own evil 
past, the weight of this unintelligible wnrld. And to have 
the first removed is to be freed, eo if so, from the second. 
When in His pardon God takes us for His own, doing at 
His own cost everything for our ransom, we thereby 
know'- Him, we possess Him by faith, as the Father who 
will give us all we need. This argument lies implicitly 
beliind thd great words, which link redemption to provi- 
dence : “ If God be for us, who can be against us ? ^ 

In forgiveness, definitively, we have been persuaded that 
God is “ for us ; therefore the fateful terror of the 
world is gone. All things work together for good to 
those whom His exceeding mercy has brought to love 
God. 

If we scrutinise the mind of one who in the Pauline 
sense has been “ justified ”, who, that is, has received an 
initial assurance of God’s love which goes deeper than all 
his sin, what thoughts regarding his guilt, and the chang- 
ing sense of it in experience, are we likely to come upon ? 
Probably there will be different stages to recall. One of 
the earliest, it may w^eil be, is the dull, heavy, virtually 
irresistible and automatically registered consciousness 
that we are answerable for all we have done and have 
become ; and this may be accompanied by a sombre 
gloom. On this, in many cases by occasion of some 
distinct and startling act of sin, there often supervenes 
an acute feelmg of compunction, of the past as that which 
we can no longer bear and which must be got rid of ; and. 
here the words rise unbidden to the lips : “ 0 wretched 
man that I am If thereafter we are, confronted with 
Jesus Christ, if in Him we discover how awful goodness 
is and how great is the love we have violated, two kinds 
of change occur in the consciousness of guilt we are 
^ Bom. 8*^, * Boro- 7*S 
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considering : first, its gravity is painfully increased by the 
new perception of our sin as antagonism to utter goodness, 
but along with this comes a joyful and wondering know- 
ledge that none the less His great love is receiving us, 
and that the estranging powder of guilt has been abolished. 
Only, be it noted, between these two last points, the 
intensification and the relief, there is no logical road. No 
kind of analysis theoretically dissecting th6 first will 
produce the second, any more than the lover’s anxious 
wish for love yields of itself the assurance that he is 
loved. It is revelation alone that can bridge the distance, 
or change guilt 'deeply felt into guilt none the less re- 
moved; in response to the impression of God which 
Jesus makes there is a leap of the soul to tho trium- 
phant certainty that sin has no longer power to 
separate us from the Father. Guilt will never yield to 
abstract ideas ; it gives way ‘Only to self -evidencing fact, 
the fact of Christ. 

Not even here does the story end. In one who knows 
God as faithfully and unchangeably Redeemer, there is 
an abiding sense of guilt. Forgiveness does not destroy 
the knowledge that we are, and have done, evil. Hence 
the statement that pardon abolishes guilt is not false, 
but it is an abbreviated, and as such an intelligible, 
expression of the truth that the power of our former 
guilty sin^to banish us from communion with the Father 
has been taken away. He remembers our sin no more 
for ever, yet we remember it against ourselves ; and 
indeed it is more than doubtful whether in any real sense 
a Christian can ever “forgive MmseH” for wrong- 
doing. This settled sense of imworthiness is commonly 
more profound, though less emotionally piercing, in tho 
old than the young. But whereas before reconciliation 
with God the feeling of guilt is purely disabling 
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and snff ttses the moral life with the consciousness 
of radical failure, later, as an undertone of felt un- 
worthinessj it aids in fostering that humility and 
receptiveness apart from which the life of God cannot 
be ours. 


CHAPTEE IV 

EOEGIVElsrESS PEESENT IN JESUS 


T he preceding chapters have been concerned first 
with the place of forgiveness in the Christian 
message as a whole, then with the general meaning of 
forgiveness in experience, and the need for its bestowal. 
It was necessary, without unduly anticipating the course 
of argument, to clarify our ideas regarding the importance 
and scope of the problem we are discussing. Now we 
come to a point which, if taken seriously, must be decisive 
for our outlook over the whole field. It is this, that for- 
giveness of the kind received and enjoyed within the 
Christian fellowship is possible and credible only in 
view of Jesus. It is only as we envisage Him that we can 
positively believe it to be true that “there is joy in 
heaven over one sinner that repenteth ”, There could 
be no more urgent or momentous subject. No problem 
is more crucial than to determine how, as men live in 
the modern world, “ sinful, and sad because sinful, and 
sorrowful in sinning ”, they can be sure that God pardons 
freely, accepting them at once and before they become 
any better as His reconciled children ; and this in such a 
manner that they can face life with serenity, and can offer 
to all who have been defeated in the moral struggle the 
same distinct personal assurance of the Father’s forgiving 
love. 

The brief answer to this question is that we acquire this 
certainty of fatherly pardon, and in the full sense acquii-e 
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it only, in tile presence of Jesus Christ. The Old Testa- 
ment sense of forgiveness was induhitahly real and 
profound, yet even it may be called precarious in this 
respect that it was Hable to be undermined or wholly 
destroyed by the onset of personal calamity. Even the 
devout believer was &pt to interpret sickness or the loss 
of goods as proof that God was no longer at peace with 
him. Ad^hrsity all but unavoidably took on the aspect 
of Judgment. And in addition, there were nationalistic 
demarcations which sharply divided those to whom from 
His very nature God would be gracious from those to 
whom, again from His very nature, He would not. The 
Greek or Persian could not count on His mercy. ^ But, 
apart from this, it is the religious man to-day we have in 
mind, and in his search for assurance of pardon he is 
unlikely to rest satisfied with what even the best Hebrew 
faith can offer. It is to Christ alone that he can be pointed 
with confidence. 

It is not denied, of course, that elsewhere men may 
attain to unconfirmed gleams of hope, varied degrees of 
probability, daring conjectures. But these can hardly 
bear up against the worst occasions of doubt—the mood 
of sick remorse which follows upon intentional sin, or the 
sense of hopeless insignificance so often produced by 
unmerited misfortune. When no creative source of truest 
stands out before our vision, external to ourselves and 
reinforcing bur powers of faith triumphantly by its very 
meaning, it is hard for the guilty or troubled soul to cling 
to the conviction that God is merciful. He may strain 
after the conviction, but the effort soon is vain ; so far 
from his faith carrying him, he carries it as he might a 
heavy weight. 

^ This is ao^ to deny the dawning of a larger oathoUoity in the Old 
Testament, based on humanity. Of. the Book of Jonah, Is, 
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Moreover, as soon as we leave academic abstractions 
and come to reality, we discover that there are certain 
human situations which our thought of Divine forgiveness 
must take account of, if it Is to stand the acid tost of life. 
We may think, for example,* of a chaplain in the Great 
War standing beside'a dying man whose one concern is to 
know whether God receives the sinful or easts them out. 
It is true that death-bed religion is a poor substitute for 
Christian living; it is also true that in such an hour 
unworthy spiritual fears may assail the bravest men. Yet 
we are ignoring facts if we cannot recognise that this 
particular situation is as real as any other in human life, 
and has as insistent a claim to be considered and provided 
for. What shall we say to such a man ? How shall we 
answer his question : Can I be forgiven ? There need be 
no hesitation in declaring that any religious message which 
is radically inapplicable to his case is unfit to survive in 
a world like this. 

But it would be afiectation to pretend that the question 
at issue has a bearing only upon other people. If our 
cogitations busy themselves only with the par<lon so 
terribly needed by some one else, they will be empty and 
foolish. The only thing that is profitable i.s for each man 
to consider the relation of God’s mercy to himself. “ I 
need to be forgiven. Can the thing be done, and how, and 
on what grounds do I know it ? ” We are none of us 
worthy to stand before God. 

O S how shall I, whoaa native sphere 
Is dark, whoso mind is dim, 

Before the Ineffable appear, 

And on my naked spirit bear 
The nnereatod Beam ? 

This cry is written out of our own heart. We require to 
know, each of lis, what is the mind of God toward the 
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mi worthy. And it is solely in the person of Jesus that 
clear light is found. 

Other sources of assurance have been proposed. It has 
been suggested that an adequate impression of Divine 
mercy to the sinful may be derived from KaturCj from 
an inductive reading of history, or from the efforts of 
speculative argumentation or the logical analysis of ideas. 
But no great hardihood is needed to aj6&rm that people 
who wished to know whether their sins could be pardoned, 
and who later reached a clear certainty on that subject 
and gained the power to live in communion with the 
Father, have never turned hopefully in any of these 
directions or at all events have never found their hopes 
come true. The simple fact is that no one sufficiently in 
earnest to raise the question of forgiveness at all would 
to-day dream of looking for a satisfying reply to his eager 
longing in Nature, or in general history, or in metaphysical 
speculation. 

Not that Na,ture does not seem to speak, often, of a 
higher benignity ; not that for many of us it may not be 
true that in hours of vision we discover behind and within 
the greatness and glory of the material universe a diviner 
greatness and a diviner glory. But we cannot forget that 
Nature, as it confronts the simier, is either silent or 
equivocal ; if there are phenomena that may reasonably 
be viewed as indicative of mercy, there are also those 
which suggest indifference or even cruelty. The appeal' of 
Nature, moreover, is limited in range ; it does not touch 
or move all sorts of mind ; and if those on whom we preSvS 
it choose to call it an illusion, we should find it hard to 
make adequate reply. But in addition — and for us at the 
moment this is fairly decisive — the impression of the 
presence and power of the Eternal that comes home to 
men through the beauty of the world, while in itself 
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subduing and profound, is not in the majority of cases 
such as to assuage the sense of guilt, relieve conscience, 
or communicate the inspiriting assurance that they are 
now in the relationship to God of dear children to a 
Father. What the experience of discerning God iii Nature 
can do lor a man is either to enrich a eonsciousness of 
pardon already present, or to make him long more deeply 
for a pardon he has not yet obtained. But ^ of itself it 
cannot mediate forgiveness. 

Nor does history give us what we need. ■ It is more than 
difficult, it is in fact impossible, for one who surveys the 
multifarious and interwoven events of the past, the varied 
fortunes of mankind, or even the plain tokens in history 
that righteousness exalts men and nations while vice and 
crime exact inevitable penalties, to gain through this 
survey an assured knowledge that the Power supreme 
over the changes of human life is prepared to forgive his 
sin. It is true that the operation of a higher Sovereignty 
and Wisdom may be divined in the process of the genera- 
tions. But no such intuition makes anything certain to a 
sinful man concerning himself, or concerning the possi- 
bility of his being drawn into fellowship with God. Past 
events may be enough to show that God is, and that 
history does not lack His surveillance and control. Yet 
for the penitent this is not enough ; it does not convince 
him of God’s love to him individually. This failure of 
history in general to furnish an adequate medium of 
evangelisation rests on the fact that no response on our 
part to its implied teachings can bring us into a fully 
personal relationship with God. We are *stili left in the 
region of probabilities. If there are historical events 
which may plausibly be held to demonstrate the Divine 
pity (and to faith do demonstrate this), there are events 
also which might not unreasonably be taken as proving 
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that His attitude to those who openly violate His will is 
that of crushing and awful Judgment, in which He not 
only avenges wrong with unflinching austerity but may 
even visit the transgressions of the fathers upon the 
children. In shorty if we had to discover God’s character 
from the course of historical development, taken as a whole 
and unillumined by faith, we should not know what to 
think. He might be merciful, but also He might not. And 
who can tell, a repentant man might ask, which side of 
His incomprehensible nature may be turned towards me 
and my sins ? 

Once more, no one who takes our problem seriously will 
adopt the advice of those who bid him the Divine 

forgiveness. For it is a point of vital importance that 
ex hypothesi the man we are thinldng of has felt wbat may 
become the agony of the guilty mind, of that inward 
uncleanness which he know’^s must place a barrier between 
him and the Holy One. And that can never he overcome 
by the mere appeal to first principles, however sound. The 
religious man feels it as a mockery that in his deep concern 
he should be invited to take X)ardon for granted ; this is 
by implication to tell him that were he only to jflace 
himself at the synoptic view-point of philosophy, he would 
see that union with God is timelessly and eternally real, 
and that to be assured of this he has only to open his eyes. 
But you cannot thus talk a man out of his shame. That 
is not to be dispelled by general considerations, of which 
in any case it cannot be known whether they apply to 
him. Nor will you persuade him that if only he will pull 
himself together and make a great effort, the burden now 
depressing him can be “ thrown off ” and left behind. No 
one ever knew what “ guilt ” means to a sensitive 
conscience^ who did not feel that another hand than ours 
must lift away the heavy mass that bears us down. ^If we 
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are to believe ourselves free, another voice must speak, 
and speak in such a way that we knowit to be the voice of 
God. 

It Is simple psychological fact, l am persuaded, that the 
only people in the world to-day who Hve in the glad 
consciousness that their sins have beeniorgiven are those 
who have encountered Jesus. They have met Him in the 
lives of the good ; above all, they have stood lave to face 
with Him as He shows Himself in the Gospels, and in His 
presence they have been able to trust the Father’s mercy 
and begin life again. To them He has become the Word ” 
of God, not in a philosophic sense, but as the living and 
loving announcement to them troubled hearts that the 
Father will be at peace with them. They now know that 
the essence of God’s nature is Just such compassion as 
Christ’s. To look at Jesus is to know how God would have 
us think of Himself ; the tliree short years recorded in 
the Gospels were His self -interpretation ; and a sinful 
man soon discovers that they contain aU he needs to 
know. This is personal relationship at last ; it is God 
dealing with men as the foolish and wandering members 
of His family, and giving them in pure love a place 
beside Him. 

Thus to receive pardon in the presence of Jesus is an 
experience which revolutionises our natural thoughts of 
God. The full truth cannot be expressed by saying tha^'. 
Christ simply corroborates ah idea of God long familiar 
to the average man ; rather it is in Christ that for the first 
time we perceive the true character of God and know, 
without reasoning, that nothing other or less than this 
could satisfy. And when we have seen in Christ what we 
know is God, we are then able to call Christ Divine with 
some complete reality of meaning. Athanasiuts, a great 
man if ever there was one, appears to have supposed 



that ab imiio he could give an account of God in agreed 
and tolerably simple conceptions, since it was quite 
possible to formulate a statement of His chief attributes 
which Greek philosophy would have had no difficulty in 
countersigning. Pebple who take their religion from the 
New Testament discover that we have jSrst to let Jesus 
show us what the Father is- like, and that forgiveness, 
about which philosophy as such does not concern itself, 
is His characteristic gift. As we contemplate J esxis 
presented in the Gospels^ we discern not merely that God 
is love, hut what of love this is. On that crucial point 

our true thoughts have all been overheard from Christ. 
They aid our minds, better perhaps than unverified 
speculation, to understand wliat is meant by calling God 
the Absolute Personality. In no other sort Of language 
can we register precisely the impression He makes on us, 
as He pardons our sins in Jesus. He is Personality, for 
only a person can forgive ; He is Absolute, for in Him we 
envisage Love and Holiness invested with boundless and 
mighty dimensions. The Being whose hand meets ours 
as we bow before Christ is of a nature infinite and 
unfathomable. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Hence for the Christian thinker the decisive question 
must always be : Do we have in the actual career of Jesus 
—living, dying, risen— a finally trustworthy and religi- 
ously satisfying presentation of the supreme Power over- 
shadowing our lives, the “ Lord of heaven and earth ” ? 
To this the answer of Cimstian experience, quickened by 
the New Testament, is wholly confident because based on 
what actually happens to the sinful. It turns out, 
invariably, that through trustful knowledge of Jesus we 
can begin and maintain a forgiven fellowship with God. 

I am not now asking whether such fellowship is desirable, 
let alone the one thing needful ; I am pointing to the 
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empirical fact, real if anything in the higher spiritual life 
of mankind is real, that men do attain it under the 
influence of Jesns, and that in the same sense and with 
the same perfect inward freedom it is attained nowhere 
else. Thus there is nnyeiled to ns in Jesns a God whose 
moral infinitude we cannot measure or rationalise ; it 
dawns on ns, as He holds onr gaze, and bears ns down in 
adoration. The Church as yet has scarcely taken in this 
disclosure. Quite possibly we are only at the beginning of 
deciphering the implications of the fact that “ God was in 
Christ reconciling the world to Himself and have so far 
done no more than open the vein of meaning they suggest. 
We must yield our minds to be dilated and reconstituted 
by the forgiving love embodied in Jesus Christ, and cease 
to force upon it uimatm’al and restrictive frameworks 
of conception drawn from law, or war, or commerce. 
And even when wo pass out beyond these fields in search 
of worthy interpretative symbols and strive to find them 
in the highest reaches of human affection and sacrifice, 
still there is nothing in our narrow and impoverished 
experience which can do more than faintly indicate what 
forgiving love can be and do. Here too we have to learn 
truths we could not produce ; and our one hope of 
learning lies in submitting our minds to the facts spread 
before us in Jesus. If older thought inclined to say that 
we can only believe in forgiveness because the Divine Son 
paid satisfaction to the Dather, we preserve the same vital 
and solemn interest by proclaiming that forgiveness is 
credible, and is oflered, in virtue of the fact that God is 
personally present in One who stood in with sinners to the 
last, and, refusing to abandon them, went for their sake 
to the Cross. 

This conviction, however, that forgiveness is fully 
credible only in view of Jesus, wMle no doubt universal 
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or all but universal in Christian minds, may strike some 
people as an irresponsible fancy, for which there is no 
substantial ground. We are of course bound to admit 
that no genumei3’‘ religious belief can be furnished with 
irresistible demonstration. At the same time, it can be 
shown from Christ’s own words and practice that in His 
view also the forgiveness of God was perfectly and 
uniquety present in Himself. So, for a few moments, I 
will ask the reader to look on wdth me at the spectacle of 
Jesus amongst the sinful. We shall see Him face to face 
with the guilty, who need pardon and somehow receive it 
at His hands. 

It must not be forgotten that, in some true sense, Jesus 
continued a religious work inaugurated by the Baptist, 
The forerunner is pictured as baptising in the desert and 
preaching a baptism of repentance for the remission of 
sins We encounter here the conviction that all meji 
are sinners, that no one can go into the Kingdom whose 
sins are not forgiven, and that penitence is the requisite 
path to forgiveness. It is in this atmosphere of belief that 
Jesus began His public work. He does not appear 
ever to have doubted that such belief was essentially 
true. 

There were, however, other contemporary opinions 
which He definitely repudiated as misleading. Thus He 
rejected the habit into which good people had fallen of 
construing their relations with God in terms of law. There 
were 613 precepts, none of which must be infringed. The 
correctest view of God is that He is man’s Judge. His 
righteousness is that of the magistrate. Grace was not 
denied, but its place was secondary and therefore highly 
uncertain. * The worshipper must accordingly bestir 

i Mark 
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himself to win God’s favour and make his own position 
secure by doing extra works he might have left undone. 
Looking ahead, he saw at the end of all things a Divine 
assize where the Jew should receive all that his deeds 
entitled him to in the heavenly record. There is nothing 
ignoble in all this, which by no means exhausts the 
Pharisaic creed. But to Jesus it was profoundly un- 
satisfying. And one reason why it is well to fix this 
Jewish background in our view is that thereby we realise 
the fact more vividly that Jesus’ wonderful message of 
forgiveness was not uttered casually but with strong and 
deliberate intention, in opposition to a rival doctrine 
which He desired to expel from human faith. He sought 
to make it redeemingly clear to the sinful that Law was 
not His own last word to them, or His Father’s. 

In Jesus’ company, men became aware by degrees that 
He was reading their nature to the depths, probing 
motives, discerning wishes, catching unspoken xu’ayers ; 
not, however, with the cruel penetration of steely intelli- 
gence but by a new intensity of love. He was indeed alto- 
gether open-eyed about low and base things in their lives. 
His judgment could be of a dreadful severity. His holiness 
burned in white flame near wliich foulness could not live. 
In spite of this mrcompromising rightness — or rather, on 
account of it — ^men were able to place the utmost 
confidence in His affection ; and in case after case they 
seem to have flung themselves upon His strength for 
protection from themselves and against the power of evil. 
Along with this went the insight that He was worthy of 
trust. He was such that sinners could depend on Him. 
They saw Him live in the tempting, defiling world — 
facing allurements, enduring hardship, ignoring flattery. 
Plainly there was a struggle ; to keep His integrity was 
a real conflict. More than once they caught His agonised 
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voice as He prayed poncerning His difficulties, and at such 
times they could do little more than stand far off, guessing 
at the pain. Eventually they reached the irreversible 
conclusion that His soul had never once been touched 
with evil. They said to each other that this Man was 
not, like them., a sinner. He had never felt an evil 
consoiencp or had to speak the bitter words of soH- 
accusation due from all the rest. 

Thus our Lord produced in His associates the profound 
sense that morally they were failures. No doubt they 
came to perceive that God and Jesus were indistinguish- 
able in character, but this, it appeared, could only make 
matters worse. If what they felt in Jesus shamed them, 
must not the meaning be that they all were too unworthy 
for the Holy One to bear them in His presence ? Yet just 
here is the amazing thing. Precisely when their shame 
grew intolerable, His treatment of them removed their 
sad despair. He would not send them away, or say that 
He could make nothing of them. Instead, He somehow 
let them know that He and they were friends for life. His 
attitude was at once so stern and so understanding, so holy 
and so merciful, that in Him God seemed to be standing 
by theic side, and their eyes opened to the truth that 
what through Jesus’ love they were receiving was the 
forgiveness of God Himself. They did not as yet know 
that Jesus’ attitude to the sinful would one day cost His 
life, but they quite well understood that He was doing 
for them the greatest of all services. To speak the word 
of pardon, to blot out the past and open up the future, to 
give peace of conscience, to impart hope to the broken and 
launch them in the career of loving their neighbour as 
themselves — ^nothing else could be so great. And this is 
what He ivas doing, because in reality He was leading 
them into fellowship with God. 
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(1) Let us now turn to examine one or two character- 
istic incidents in which Jesus’ mind about forgiveness is 
made clear, as well as the principles (to use too cold and 
doctrinaire a word) on which He dealt with the sinful 
who had sought Him out or had been guided to Him. We 
may first consider an episode which casts an extraordin- 
arily suggestive light on Christ’s view of spiritual facts 
— ^the healing of the paralytic. ^ His question to the 
onlookers, as given in Hr Mofiatt’s rendering, is this ; 
“Which is the easier thing, to tell the paralytic, ‘ Your 
sins are forgiven or to tell him, ‘ Rise, lift yonr pallet, 
and go away ’ ? ” This was probably meant not so much 
to rebuke the murmurers as to make them think. They 
disbelieved in Christ’s power to pardon siii by a word, 
and when they heard Him say to the invalid, “ Your sins 
are forgiven they called it blasphemy, on the ground 
that no one can forgive except God. They were right, of 
conrse ; God alone is the author of forgiveness, and no 
declaration of pardon which mediately or immediately 
does not come from God has any value. In any ordinary 
case this would have been final. But now it missed the 
mark, for all that Jesus did or said was revelation. His 
tears are God’s mercy, His wrath God’s anger. And Just 
so, to the sin-tormented soul before Him, His absolution 
is God’s forgiveness. 

Hence our Lord replied to. the objectors by shoving 
them His power in another way. To forgive sin or cure 

1 Mark 

» It is important to note the exact words of Jesns as they are re- 
ported. He does not say : “I forgive thy sins,” but “ thy sins are 
forgiven.” And here the familiar distinction between declaring forgive- 
ness and imparting it is not quite relevant. What Josns realty" did, 
BO far as can be seen, was at once to declare forgiveness and guarantee 
the declaration by being what He was. He came in the power of God 
to pronounce pardon, but it was a power manifest in humility, brother- 
hood, sacrificial pain. 
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disease by a word is for common men impos in 

their case it is as simple and as vain to speak of the first 
as of the second. But when the sick man rose and carried 
out his bed, that was ocular deinonstration how very far 
from vain it was for Jesus to speak words of healing, and, 
as He proceeds to show, the physical has a counterpart 
in the spiritual. If His word can quicken helpless limbs, 
His word also can cleanse the guilty conscience. Salva- 
tion — ^that comprehensive miracle — consfeted for Him in 
admission to a Divine family in which men were the 
children of a Father who both forgave all their iniquities 
and healed all their diseases. Now the scribes in all likeli- 
hood would have kept quiet had Christ simply healed the 
man, but they could not bear to have Him act on the 
higher plane ; they resented fiercely His touching the 
soul. But what Jesus presents to them is an instance in 
which the two halves of life are indivisibly one. Body 
and soul are but abstractions ; together, in the insepar- 
able unity of experience, they make up the world which 
God has made and will redeem. Thus to the question, 
whether aslted in the first century or the twentieth : 
Which is easier, to forgive or heal 1 we must still give 
Jesus’ answer, that both are impossible for men but 
wholly possible for God. 

Thus one truth shining out of this wonderful interview 
is that for the mind of Jesus pardon is supernatural. He 
and the sick man knew that something had happened 
which nothing but the illimitable power of the Bternal 
could account for. We cannot forgive ourselves. No 
comrade, with the best will in the world, can do it for us. 
If we avert our eyes from God, the order of things is dead 
against the thought of forgiveness, for there is not a hint 
of it in Nature, or at aH events the half -decipherable hints 
which Nature may contain are illegible by any mind not 
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already enlightened by the experience of being pardoned. 
It has been truly said that to the first question of personal 
religion : What must I do to be saved 1 Nature, in its 
regular and majestic sequence, makes no reply. SnUj 
moon and stars cannot answer it, nor can earth and sea. 

Moreover, from Jesus’ treatment of the paralytic we 
learn that in forgiveness the initiative is with Qod. Jesus 
spoke first ; before the man had time to ask for it, He 
placed the boon in the needy hand, with anticipatmg love. 
Very possibly healing and pardon had an altogether 
difierent importance for Jesus’ mind and the other’^. To 
the patient health was the one thing' needful, and Jesus 
counted mainly if not exclusively as the great Worker of 
cures ; to the Healer, God and pardon were the greatest 
things in the world. In His judgment the bad conscience 
ranks as the sorest of all troubles, and deliverance wrought 
by pardon is the divinest gift in His power. He therefore 
gave it first. Become right with God, He says implicitly, 
and trust Me for the rest ; or, as He expressed it elsewhere, 
Seek first the Kingdom and the righteousness of God, 
and all other things shall be added. 

The scene also contains suggestive indications of Jesus’ 
view of His own part in the mediation of forgiveness. 
And this we might expect, for the episode on the surface 
of it is peculiar in this point, that our Lord’.s right to 
pronounce pardon to. the sinful had been openly chal- 
lenged, and although the Pharisees had on other occasions 
taken umbrage at His persistent grace to sinners, no other 
instance can be found in the Gospels where He is re- 
presented as deliberately, and as it were by argument, 
Justifying His action in the bestowal of pardon,^ If 

» Except in so far as the parables recorded in. Luke 15 , particularly 
that of the Prodigal Son, constitute implicitly an argumentative reply 
to the grievance which found vent in the words, “ This man reooiveth 
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therefore we search the story for proofs that Jesus 
regarded Himself as having a special relation to the 
imparting of forgiveness, we do so with the feeling that 
in the words spoken He is consciously and intentionally 
putting the case for Himself. Now He does not take 
pardon to he a matter of course ; we have indeed seen 
that He fej.t it to he supernatural. Why, then, if the 
thing were so amazing, did He expect the paralytic to 
believe there and then that his sins were blotted out ? 
Surely the announcement of pardon, to convince, must 
be uttered by One whose personality is of itself convincing. 
And here that condition is satisfied. Jesus knew Hk own 
unshared power to represent God to men ; He knew that 
at the very moment this pownr was taking efiect in the 
man’s soul : therefore He could speak as He does speak. 
There is no doubt a real sense in which we also impart 
forgiveness, as when in preaching or private words of 
friendship we declare the pardoning love of God. The 
difference, however, is that when we proffer pardon to 
men, we do it in view of Jesus, the surety and guarantee 
of grace to all the guilty ; when in the Gospels Jesus does 
it, it is in virtue of Himself. Not as though He insisted 
that men should believe it apart from what they knew of 
Him. As Herrmann puts it ; “ Jesus did not write the 
story of the Prodigal Son on a sheet of paper for those 
who knew nothing of Himself. He told it to men who 
saw Him, and who, through all that He was, were assured 
of the Father in heaven, of whom He was speaking 
We are plainly bound to give some reasonable account of 
the acknowledged fact that no one before or after Jesus 
has ever presented forgiveness in this absolute and 

sinners.” The .number of passages in which this grievance is expressed 
is ciu-iously large (Mark 2^«, Matt. 9^^, 11^®, Luke 5®®, IS®, 19’'). 

® Communion with God, p. 132. 
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personally antiioritative way, and the explanation can 
only lie in the seH-conscionsness of Jesns as the Bearer 
of God’s salvation. It was in that character that He 
dealt with men, and, as this inoident proves, in that 
character He could be recognized by others. They found 
pardon really present in Him : they were aware that He 
put forgiveness in their hand ; as He stood before them, 
He embodied for their faith the sufficing mercy of God. 

(2) The difficult but interesting question how much or 
how little acquaintance with Jesus could yield an adequate 
assurance of pardon, is raised by the story of the smful 
woman in Simon’s house, who wept over Jesus’ feet and 
wiped them with her hair.^ Here the word of pardon is 
spoken not at the beginning of the interview, but at the 
end. Had the woman met Jesus previously ? A recent 
writer thinks not ; she had only heard of Him from others. 
“ Before He had seen her or she Him, He had turned her 
to God ”.® This is not very convincing, and woxild not 
suit Zaccheus either ; for he, though almost certainly 
knowing something abont the Messiah previously, does 
not hail Him with words of personal gratitude. But 
though we may judge that our Lord and the woman must 
have been face to face before, this had not had its Ml 
effect upon her. Otherwise Jesus would have chosen His 
words differently. He would not have said in an aside 
meant only for her, “ Your sins are forgiven ”. 

The story is as moving in its omissions as in the elements 
of which it is actually made up. Thus we are struck by 
the absence of explicit condemnation.® There is no harp- 
ing on the enormities of the past, no probing of the wound, 

1 Luke 

» K. Windisoh in Zeitschrift fiir TUohgii und Kirclie {Festgabe Jiir 
W. Herrmann), p. 299. 

» It was not needed; as Herrmann puts it, ”Sho' shows herself 
-deeply agitated even before Jeeus speaks to her. The mere nearness 
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no denunciation. Not that evil is overlooked ; how deep 
goes the simple phrase : “ Her sins, which are many ” ! 
But in its lack of flaming wrath against the guilty the 
story only reproduces a marked characteristic of Jesus’ 
attitude to every sort of sinner except Pharisees. To 
Him the wish for reconciliation was enough. Repentance 
settled ail accounts. He will not keep her waiting, or put 
her on probation, nor will He spoil His gift by cruel 
reminders of the past. To be sorry for what is bygone is 
aU He asks. This is a delicacy and magnanimity which 
we cannot praise, for it is above all praise. 

Light too is cast on the value for God of simple peni- 
tence, The broken heart, Jesus feels, has no need of 
thundering accusations ; what is in place is that wounds 
should be dressed with balm, and tears dried from off the 
face that is dimmed with sorrow. At the touch of 
penitence all doors fly open, and the child is at the 
Father’s breast. De Maistre somewhere relates a story 
I he had culled from an old ascetic book, where the same 

point is made by contrast. “ A saint ”, he writes, “ whose 
name escapes me at the moment, had a vision in which 
he beheld Satan standing before the throne of God. And 
as he listened, he heard the evil spirit say : ‘ Why hast 
Thou damned me, who offended Thee but once, whereas 
i Thou art saving thousands whose offences were so many ? ’ 

I And God made answer ; ‘ Hast thou but once asked 

I pardon ? ’ ” 

Again, we cannot but observe how Jesus represents God 
to the w'oman’s aching heart ; ^ the name of God is not 
mentioned anywhere in the story, yet He is everywhere. 

of Jesus, the impression of His moral purity and life which His appear- 
ance gave must have made her feel that she was standing before her 
judge " (Dogmatih, p. 76). 

^ As also to St Paul, who says at times that God, at other times that 
Christ, has forgiven our sins. 



94 Forgiveness Present in Jesus 

He in fact is present in Jesus, and of this Jesus is aware. 
Is it not the first promise of escape for the imprisoned 
soul, always, that some loving hand should he felt leading 
the guilty one into the open air of heaven ? There are 
steps in the experience of being forgiven, and at the outset 
we must encounter some one better than wn who cares for 
us and has a personal concern in the question whether w^e 
rise or fall. Faith in God’s mercy flows from tlie touch of 
human Idndness. Gf this principle Jesus is the last and 
highest instance. His attitude to the woman was her 
sheet-anchor in the world of goodness ; had He turned 
from her, she would have sunk instantly like a stone. 
She could have held out no longer against such evidence 
that she was beyond hope. But in Jesus’ demeanour 
there w^as that which weighed the balance against despair. 
What is more, this aspect of Jesus we cannot be content 
to describe simply by the w^ord “ mystery ” ; it was the 
essential, distinctive and most fundamental quality of 
God winch the New Testament calls love. Jesus was this 
woman’s Saviour because through His attitude she once 
for all knew that God was on her side, and was there and 
then receiving her as His child. Thus there was laid down 
at the foundations of her life that initial certainty of His 
pardoning love which opened to her the gates of righteous- 
ness. 

We further gain from the story a significant indication 
of what Jesus believed to be the unfailing consequence of 
receiving forgiveness. In His view it is inconceivable 
that the pardoned should not begin to love. Where love 
is absent, there has been no reception of forgiveness. 
Our Lord does not hesitate to bring out this truth by a 
sharp contrast between the passion of gratitude shown 
by the fallen woman and the frigid reserve of Hi.s Pharisaic 
host. It was as much as saying to Simon : “You have 
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never gained from Me or any other the wonderful convic- 
tion that in spite of all you are the Father’s child, other- 
wise how could your heart be so cold ? ” The sense of 
infinite debt, the uncontrollable impulse to give outlet to 
that sense in loving and contrite act — all this He welcomes 
in the woman as the natural utterance of a changed heart. 
To know oneself forgiven is to have the spring of love 
unsealed. * 

(3) Finally, let us take the incident that marks the 
commencement of St Peter’s discipleship. In the narra- 
tive of the draught of fishes we find the words : “ When 
Simon Peter saw it, he fell at Jesus’ knees and said, 
‘ Depart from me, I am a sinful man, Lord.’ , . . And 
Jesus said to Simon, Fear not ; henceforth thou shalt be 
a fisher of men”.^ From these words we learn new 
things about the impression made by Jesus on a sinner, 
as also about a sinner’s experience in Jesus’ company. It 
makes little difference to the meaning whether we do or 
do not hold that the story has got out of its right place. 

Some points of similarity to the call of Isaiah ^ are 
fairly clear. In both cases, a sudden realisation of the 
Divine calls forth an overwhelming sense of creaturely 
nothingness and unworthiness. The man has abruptly 
become aware of the greatness of the Unseen, felt some- 
how as close beside him in Jesus’ person. It is a usual 
comment on the incident that at this stage Peter’s ideas 
were more or less primitive, and that his oppressed feeling 
of weakness and nullity had in it nothing or almost nothing 
ethical ; what we see is just the reaction of a tolerably 
superstitious nature upon what seemed to him at the time 
an extraordinary manifestation of Divine knowledge and 
power. There is truth in this, but by no means the whole 
truth. It is inconceivable that St Peter’s experience should 

* Luke * laa. 6. 
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have been completely devoid of moral and spirit uaieiements. 
After all, what had so deeply impressed him had not been 
due to any chance passer-by ; it had been due to Jesus. 
Besides, he had been in the Worker’s company ; he knew 
something of His spirit ; he had heard Him teach as well 
as do this thing. Hence, as an explanation, superstition 
will not take us far. The man did not say, “ Leave me, 
for I am as nothing in Thy sight ”, but leave me, for I 
am sinful His emotion may have been as much owing 
to astounded gratitude as to a sense of frailty, for there 
is nothing which so humbles us as to gain a great gift of 
which we feel ourselves altogether unworthy. But any- 
how Peter’s words and act reveal one of the most ineradi- 
cable constituents of religious feeling, on a par with that 
evidenced by the words of Abraham : “ I have taken 

upon me to speak unto the Lord, who am but dust and 
ashes’’.^ Here there appears a quality of authentic 
religion for which there can never be any real substitute, 
and it is no merit in a man to have discarded it. In the 
presence of the Eternal we go on our knees ; we do not 
stand erect thanking whatever gods there be for our 
imconquerable soul. The experience of taldng forgiveness 
from God’s hand, when true to type, includes this strain 
of overpowering awe. He has a poor nature who cannot 
understand it, or would wish it away. 

But is this really an instance of forgiveness, since of 
that there is not a word ? True, but Jesus’ words are 
full of pardoning significance. “ Have no fear ; from 
now thou shalt catch men In this reply to the stricken 
man Jesus first bids him have courage and stay on beside 
Him, next He entrusts him with the service of winning 
men for God. In the sense of being pardoned these two 
certainties are contained. We are given tp know that 
1 Gen. 18«. 
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God has not thrust us away, but in spite of our ill desert 
will have us by Him ; He gives us a place, to be con- 
sciously realized, in His fellowship and Kingdom. We 
were prepared to take the lowest room, or not even that ; 
yet He will neither depart nor have us depart from Him, 
but conveys instead the certainty that we are not for- 
saken. Hot only so ; we are made aware that God is 
bidding us* share with Him in His redeeming work. He 
trusts the for^ven man ; ^ He sends him out with the 
ennobling consciousness that he is held worthy to be the 
Father’s servant. It is often through these certainties, 
gradually suffusing the mind till they form part of our 
very selves, that the complete assurance of pardon 
reaches the mind. But the chronology of forgiveness as 
an experience matters little ; what is of importance is 
that immediately or by degrees a man should know that, 
in Luther’s words, he “ has a gracious God ” — should be 
certain that he has God and that God has him. 


If we look back over these characteristic scenes, one 
outstanding feature is vital to all three. It is that Jesus 
meets the natural hesitation of simiers to believe in God’s 
forgiveness, by His own attitude to them of loving 
friendliness and good-will. He does not pour out words 
either about sin’s horror or the Father’s love, for in a 
tragic situation we need most not words but the silent 
touch of a friend’s hand. He persisted in this attitude 
notwithstanding the shocked protests of Pharisees. But 
He does not act thus in lax indulgence, as though the 
sins were of no account. He sought the company of the 
sinful habitually and with open eyes, and did so not for 
subtle reasons, or as an example to anyone, but because 

^ Of. the rtfenaorable treatment of this in Sir Geoi^e Adam Smith’s 
title sermon in his book, The Forgiveness of Sins. 
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by nature He could do no otliermse, because it was the 
only possible outcome of His intimacy with the Father. 
This is not conjecture but certainty, for it was as a result 
of complaints made on this very ground that He told the 
story of the Prodigal The unforgettable picture of a 
father who made merry over a wandering son’s return, 
and was gentle even to the elder brother, was jesus’ 
illustration of His own thrilling word : “ There is joy in 
heaven over a single sinner who repents ”, He expressly 
justified His intercourse with outcasts by pointing out 
that to act so is a reflection of God’s own mind. 

The same principle must go with us when we try to 
explain how the Gross mediates to the sinful an assurance 
that their sms are pardoned. ^ For Jesus to keep beside 
Him the stained and the covetous doubtless was an 
expression of love like to God’s, but also it meant such 
pain as me can barely understand. It is an agony to see 
vileness eating into the life of those we love. Of this 
willingness to suffer in prolonged and faithful ju'oximity 
to sinners the Cross is the last and highest manifestation. 
Calvary is the pam, felt in unison with God’s mind, 
whereby the Divine readiness to forgive is scaled. 

This leads on to a second reflection. All will agree that 
forgiveness is invariably presented in the New Testament 
as a free gift of the Father. It is without money and 
without price. The heathen sense of propitiation has 
here nothing to say : pardon is not wrung from God by- 
any sacrifice that persuades Him to put away anger and 
be friends. But these obviously true thoughts may easily 
hinder us from raising a cardinal question ; the question, 
namely, whether Divine sacrifice, visible and implemented 
in Jesus, may not have none the less been present in the 

* This is a topic to wliioh fuller treatment must be given, and it is 
oonaidered in chapter ix. 
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impartation of iorgivenesis aot as a precondition but as 
an element. On any showing, Jesus assigned to Himself 
a central part. He was not merely the reporter or 
spectator of pardon ; He w-as, in this sphere, mediator or 
agent. But He could not do His share in the conveyance 
of pardon to men except at a cost. It was not with a 
heart of stone that He stayed on beside the fallen, to lift 
them up. ’And the Cross, borne in vicarious participation 
of human shame, is the climax of this fraternal sympa- 
thetic agony. Jesus, in other words, could not convey 
the Father ^s pardon to the guilty in absolute fulness 
except by carrying His identification with them to the 
uttermost point ; at that poiirt He gave Himself in death. 
The Bearer of forgiveness perishes in giving complete 
expression to the mercy and Judgment which in their 
unity constitute the pardon of God. It is tragedy, it is 
that inscrutable and catastrophic collision of good and 
evil of which in its measure human life is full. But, if the 
phrase be permissible, it is not pessimistic but optimistic 
tragedy ; ■ Jesus does not fall along with His cause, He 
falls that in Him the cause may live. 

The Gospels show us Jesus imparting forgiveness to 
particular individuals not by mere speech but chiefiy by 
the co-efficient of His personality which infinitely magnifies 
the power of His explicit words ; and, in principle, it is 
the same in the Apostolic Age and ever since. From that 
day tiU now faith in Him has been preached as the sure 
way to peace with God. And yet there is a difference. 
His human voice, His look, His touch, the deep and holy 
kindness of His mien — ^aH those traits which had enabled 
doubting men in Palestine to believe themselves forgiven 
— ^these now are gone. No longer does He move amongst 
us in His habit as He lived. Are we then worse off than 
His contemporaries ? Not so ; for now the Cross is there, 
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and upon it the Crucified, to whom we can turn our 
longing gaze, and find in the sight all and more than all 
the persuasiveness which before used to look out of His 
eyes and bear the knowledge of pardon into the contrite 
heart. The Cross, as the guarantee of God’s forgiving 
love, has replaced the old actual touch with Jesus ha the 
days of His flesh. Its efficacy to this end has been proved 
by long centuries. Some replacement there had to be. 
If even we see this, it was still more clear to Jesus Christ ; 
and this is one of many reasons why every theory which 
scouts the notion that He regarded His own death as the 
pledge of forgiveness must fail to satisfy. 


■ . CHAPTER V / f 

-ST PAUL AND JUSTIPIOATION 

J USTIPICATION by faitii alone is tbe famous title 
given in a great period of the Church’s Mstory to the 
doctrine that the sinful are received into sonsMp and 
peace with God, not because of any good works or holiness 
on their part — as though they could deserve so great 
salvation — but only and altogether because of His infinite ' 
mercy, freely granted to all who in repentant faith cast 
themselves on His forgiving love in Jesus Christ. At a 
later point w^e shall see that the formal statement of this 
doctrine, or rather this gospel, in Protestant theology 
left something to be desired. For the moment, however, 
we are only concerned to bring out the central and vitally 
religious import of the doctrine, and to inquire whether 
it can be exhibited as authentically- Christian. It is no 
part of our task to vindicate every accretion of revived 
scholasticism which came to adhere, in the age of post- 
Reformation orthodoxy, to a tenet alw^ays felt to be 
fundamental. The spirit of law and formula can fasten 
upon any truth, even the noblest, and obscure its glory. 
But this has little to do with the question, presumably 
the only one in which serious men wiU take interest, 
whether the truth itself, its essential features disengaged, 
is or is not in harmony wdth the mind of Christ, and with 
the believing witness offered to Him by the writers of the 
New Testament. If it is, if justification solely by faith is 
part of Jesus’ message and of St Paul’s, we are entitled to 
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regard it as essentially bound up with tlie Christian 
religion. To this question we now turn. 

The idea of Justification by faith has often been inter- 
preted as an idiosyncrasy of Bt Paul, but in fact it is quite 
familiar to Old Testament religion,^ as the apostle shows. 
And if Hebrew faith formed a worthy prepa,ration for 
Christianity, this is what we should expect. Obviously 
there can never have been two entirely different ways of 
being saved, of enterings that is, into fellow^ship with 
God — ^the way of self -renouncing faith and the way of 
meritorious achievement. Every prayer for pardon and 
cleansing in the Psalter takes for granted that it is God 
who freely puts men right with Himself : “ Have mercy 
upon me, 0 God, according to Thy loving-kindness : 
according to the multitude of Thy tender mercies blot 
out my transgressions “ ^ “ I said, I will confess my 
trangressions unto the Lord, and Thou forgavest the 
iniquity of my sin**.^ Similarly, in Romans 3 and 4 
St Paul appeals to the fact that representative saints 
under the old covenant, such as Abraham, %yere Justified 
by faith. Abraham’s faith, he means, agrees with Chris- 
tian faith in not beuig a work, yielding merit ; and God’s 
relation to Abraham is not a relation of debt, but of 
grace. The patriarch had nothing to boast of, nor have 
we. He utterly abandoned himself to God ; in him we 
see “ the spiritnal attitude of a man, who is conscious 
that in himself he has no strength, and no hope of a 
future, and who nevertheless casts himself upon, and 
lives by, the word of God which assures him of a future 
This attitude, which is faith, is an -attitude which every- 

1 Of. especially the teaching of Hosea. 

• Ps. 61^ 8 Pb. S2S. 

* See Denney’s Commentary on, Bomaiis {Expositor's Greek Teala- 
ment), in loo^ 
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where and always is credited to men as righteousness. 
In other words, it represents to God the quality of soul 
which His fatherly heart longs to find in man, and which 
satisfies Him. 

St Paul might also have pointed, had he chosen, to the 
main teaching of Jeremiah.^ The prophet comes preach- 
ing righteousness, but is met by the difficulty that men 
cannot repent, camiot set themselves right with God. In 
consequence his thought takes a new direction. He finds 
refuge in the sure hope of a new covenant in which God 
bestows righteousness, and does so by way of pardon. 
“ I win forgive their iniquity, and their sin I will re- 
member no more’’ (31®^). But indeed, to the God- 
possessed mind of the prophets, the notion of reward or 
merit was wholly alien. Salvation, the great boon, was 
like all good things the absolute and merciful gift of the 
Lord, 

Still it is of course St Paul who made the thought of 
Justification by faith his own, so that we associate it 
familiarly with his name. In recent work on Paulinism 
it became fashionable for a time to seek the kernel of the 
apostle’s thinking anywhere but in Justification. Mystical 
elements, the operations of the Spirit, cosmic ideas of 
redemption, sacramental realism, even speculations about 
angels — each has by one scholar or another been given a 
higher place. If Justification has not been totally ignored, 
at least it has been consigned to obscurity. And even in 
this subordinate role it has been disparaged as a beggarly 
relic of Pharisaism, a weapon snatched up hastily in the 
throes of controversy, but no organic part of the apostle’s 
real body of oonviction. It now looks as if good sense 
were reasserting itself , and as if the gospel of Justification 
by faith were going to be replaced at the heart of Pauline 
^ Of. A. B, Davidson, Theol. of the Old Testament, p. 282, 
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thought. So far from needing an apology, this doctrine is 
St Paul’s evangelical message not in part but as a living 
whole ; it is his chosen expression, and no unworthy one, 
for what God’s redeeming love in Christ has meant for 
Mm. It forms indeed a statement of the Gospel drawn 
from the nature of the Gospel itself, prolonging the good 
news announced by Jesus. 

This is not to say that the details of St Paul’s view of 
justifying faith are present in the teaching of Jesus Him- 
self. No apostle ever repeated Jesus ; and this mainly 
for two reasons, first, that the energising of the Spirit 
witliin the apostolic mind brought out new truth, implied 
in Christ but not before expressed, and secondly, that the 
faith even of an apostle is as it were a resultant issuing 
from living contact between his special needs or qualities 
and the salvation which Jesus brings. St Paul’s doctrine 
is testimony ; it is his reading of the Gospel, in an attempt 
which he would have been the last to call absolute in 
quality (1 Cor. 13^*) to set forth what he had found in 
Christ. But although no verbal identity exists between 
what Jesus said and what was said by St Paul, identity 
of meaning is easy to recognise. If the core of Justification 
is this, that salvation begins wholly on God’s side, that it 
begins with an exhibition in Jesus of God’s love to the 
sinful which man has done and can do nothing to merit, 
and that the assurance of forgiveness is “ not the goal to 
be reached by our own efiorts, but the only point from 
which any human effort can start ”, then we have a right 
to say that this comes in a straight line of descent from 
our Lord.^ 

^ Of. with the following what is much the clearest and most effective 
argument on this long-debated question, viz. von Dobsphutz’s article 
in Theol. Stndien und KHHhm for 1912, under the title “ Die Eeoht- 
fertigung bei Paulus, eine Bechtfertigung des Paulus.” 
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There is a familiar way of stating the message of Jesus 
about salvation which may easily hide from ns this 
substantial identity, and breed only coninsion. It rests, 
broadly speaMng, on the contention that the Gospel of 
Jesus is represented by the Sermon on the Mount. On 
this view salva.tion consists in a life of obedience to God, 
a life answering to the character of the Father. That such 
phrases have a deep and solemn meaning no one will deny ; 
but, as a little reflection proves, they leave a great initial 
difficulty entirely out of sight . They . well describe the 
experience of living the saved life, but they shed no light 
whatever on how access to this life becomes open to 
guilty men, eonsoious of their gttiltiness. When it is 
affirmed, for example, that humility, meehness, merciful- 
ness, purity are qualities that constitute "the real 
righteousness which is the passpor# into the Kingdom of 
heaven”, one can only rub one’s eyes in wonder, mur- 
muring “ Who then can be saved 1 ” What is this but a 
new Judaism ? What is it but to insist that the best 
kind of morality must first be attained by the sinful 
before God will receive them! We pass affectionate 
Judgments on the character of our friends, but is there 
an honest man anywhere who thinks niueh of his own, or 
who believes that if he is saved, it because his character 
will pass muster 1 Such accounts of Jesus’ message are 
full of mental and spiritual thoughtlessness. ' Not that 
His words are wrongly quoted, but they are put in a 
wrong perspective and thus made to bear a wrong 
meaning. The primary thing in Jesus’ presentation of 
Himself as Saviour does not lie in His requirements, His 
insistence upon humility and purity, His statement of 
the law of kindness and love, inexpressibly significant as 
these are ; it lies in His forgiving attitude to sinners, and 
in His wonderful power to convey to their aching hearts 
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the assurance that His loving mind towards them was 
the mind of God.^ How, otherwise could the publicans 
and sinners have made a beginning with the good life ? 
They were not humble, or meek, or pure when desus met 
them first, and neither are we, Nor did He say to them, 
with a new Eabbinism, that to enter the Kingdom present 
in Him they must antecedently be like the Father in self- 
giving and love. That would have left them untouched, 
or touched only with resentment and despair. Instead, 
simply by being what He was He gave them the pardoning 
friendship of God ; if we may put it so, He brought them 
to God by bringing God to them, in a power and reality 
that awed and cleansed the soul. Salvation met them 
not as a new requirement, more exacting by far than the 
old ; it was a gift, rather, capable of making them new 
persons in a new world. 

This clear distinction between Jesus and the Babbis is 
of the religious essence of the matter. Everyone know’s 
that Rabbinism strove for righteousness, of the individual 
and the nation equally. This, it was held, formed a strict 
condition of sharing in the blessings of redemption, of the 
great liberating and gladdening consummation known as 
the advent of the Kingdom. God w'as to bring it in, but 
His action depended on.man’s behaviour. Let tlie law be 
rightly kept even for one Sabbath, and the great event 
would take place. Salvation waited for an obedient 
people ; on no other could it be bestowed. The heaped- 
up treasure of the people’s merits went to hasten the 
cataclysm, and he whose account with God showed a 
surplus of righteousness over sins was safe for a place 
within the Kingdom. Now St Paul, who had tried this 
plan with exhaustive assiduity, confessed in the end that 
it led nowhere. There was no thoroughfare to God that 
. ^ Of this we have studied three instances in the preceding oliapter. 
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way. And this was the atmosphere into which Jesns 
stepped. He was surrounded by men who held, as a deep 
ancestral conviction, that the achievement of righteous- 
ness by good works was the contribution asked of them 
for the realisation of the Kingdom of God. 

At first sight, our Lord’s main interest appears to be 
identical with that of Judaism. He too speaks constantly 
of the Kingdom ; He too insists that men must be readjr 
for it. But now everything is said with a difference. And 
the difference lies in this, that He calls not the righteous 
to enter, but sinners. Previously those called had been 
conscientious observers of the Law in its infinite detail ; 
forgiveness or acceptance awaited those who could put 
something substantial in the scale and who, when sum- 
moned, could show a worthy record. The Messiah, it was 
expected, would condemn and destroy the unworthy. But 
now Jesus comes, seeking not the whole but the sick, not 
performers of the Law but publicans and harlots, the 
outcast, the despised, the sinking, the sunken. Repre- 
sentative as He was of the world’s Judge, He yet turned 
with special tenderness to the guilty. It seemed un- 
natural, it seemed positively wrong and offensive, that 
He should bring God to the undeserving, like Zaccheus 
or the dying thief- To rejoice in a Christ like this was not 
easy, it is not easy now ; for it means a new thought of 
God. The point clearly is that the offer of the Kingdom 
has ceased to be conditional on men’s attitude,^ because 
it comes straight from the sheer compassion of the Father, 
as unsought and unmerited as the presence of Jesus in the 
world. Henceforward there can be no question of earning 

^ The offer of the Kingdom, not its possession and enjoyment. 
This last, of course, Jesus says is dependent on a man’s attitude, i.e, 
on his repentance and trust. Of. the parable of the Pharisee and the 
publican, -whore the publican is received in grace not for his virtues 
but because he is penitent. 
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salyation by excellence of character. Why sliould a man 
earn what is spontaneously offered to him, namely, the 
unspeakable love of God ? God does everything and gives 
everything ; He puts into men's empty hand what they 
have never worked for or expected. And it is only be- 
cause God does everything that man can do something, 
not as price but in gratitude. 

This is the Gospel of Jesus Christ, preached at the 
ultimate cost to Himself of which the evangelists go on to 
tell ; and only when we take it thus can we say why from 
the beginning unnumbered needy hearts have grown warm 
at the sound of Jesus’ name. In the encounter of Christ 
and the Pharisees we are conscious of the meeting of two 
great conceptions of religion — legalism, which rests on 
and revolves round merit and reward, and evangelicalism, 
adoring the free grace that calls us sons. As it has been 
put, “ The Babbis spoke perpetually of the righteousness 
of men, Jesus exclusively of the Kingdom of God Let a 
man understand Jesus’ message, and rejoice in it — let him 
once break through the hedge of immemorial Jewish 
belief to the life-giving insight that to seek the lost is God’s 
very nature — and he could not fail to perceive not merely 
that the Kingdom was already present in Jesus but that 
no sin, however dark or heavy, could exclude from it the 
hungering and thirsting heart. He and his like could 
listen to the words, “Pear not, little flock, it is your 
Bather’s good pleasure to give you the Kingdom ”, and 
thus encouraged in spite of ruinous guilt could look up 
trustfully into God’s face, and be comforted. In a word : 
by winning their trust for Himself, Jesus led the sinful 
to trust the pardoning love of God. And what is this in 
essence but justification by faith? That doctrme is a 
simple declaration to men, in view of Jesus, that at once, 
and without waiting to be better, they may by faith have 
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God Himself for Saviour and Friend. Come home to God, 
and come now, and yon will find that at your coming 
there is Joy in the presence of the angels. This is the new 
word of Jesus ; and when St Paul spoke of justifying 
faith, it Was this Word he echoed. 

St Pa.ui, that is to say, by his paradox about God 
justifying the ungodly is carrying on the message (known 
by Jesus to be true because of His fellowship with the 
Father, known by St Paul to be true because of his 
contact with the living Christ) that the unworthy are 
received not for the reason that the account of precept 
and performance has been squared, but out of the Father’s 
mercy. Both trace everything up to the free act of a 
gracious God. The parable of the Labourers in the Vine- 
yard* puts the truth too plainly for mistake. There it is 
taught once for all that God resembles a master who pays 
the same rew'ard to his labourers notwithstanding their 
wholly different hours of work ; and it is in this particular 
respect that the resemblance holds good, for God opens 
the Kingdom freely to all who will enter. To the 
seeking heart He gives in grace all that the most obedient 
think they can justly claim. It is not because the last 
comers have accomplished in one or two hours as much 
as others in a fullday that they receive the same payment ; 
they receive it, although they have accomplished far less. 
It is not the merit of those who seem to be treated as 
favourites that is emphasised in reply to murmuring envy ; 
it is the sheer goodness of God, who has the right to 
bestow without merit that which others have deserved, 
and will never renounce this right Thus the idea of 
reward, which enters as part of the indispensable scenery 
of the story, is intentionally and triumphantly swallowed 

* Matt. 20^-1*. 

* Julicher, Die Qleich/rm$e Jeau, II, p. 468, 
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up and lost in the thought of grace. We cannot — this is 
the outcome of the whole — we cannot put Grod under an 
obligation or establish a claim against Him which PTe has 
no choice but to acknowledge ; ultimately, whatever our 
record, we owe everything to His loving-kindness. Men are 
not employees, laying before God a bill of wages ; they are 
blessed with good, most of all they are blessed with pardon, 
because God has love and they have faith. This is the 
gospel, pledged to sinful men in Christ, which St Paul 
sets forth in intellectual forms of his own. 

The rise of faith in St Paul’s mind is a familiar story, but 
we cannot recollect too distinctly that it is of crucial 
importance for his reading of the Gospel. From himself 
we learn that he had ardently followed the j)athway of 
legally acquired righteousness to the very end, and that 
eventually it had brought him out into a wilderness of 
spiritual unrest and frustration. On the one hand, it 
filled him with a bitter consciousness of failure ; on the 
other, it inflamed him with a cruel spirit of persecution. 
Then at Damascus all was changed. Christ appeared to 
him in livmg glory ; and in Him there somehow broke 
upon the other’s mind such a decisive revelation of God as 
imparted to him, without money and without price, the 
inner rest he had sought vainly through struggle and 
agony, Pharisaic assumptions and prepossessions fell 
away. He knew himself saved.” The blessedness and 
acceptance of a child of God were his. 

The account which the apostle presents of this great 
experience is of a very definite kind. He glorifies God for 
all that has happened to him ; he sees the Divine hand 
m action at every point. It was not that he had fought 
his way through to peace ; God had interposed and given 
him salvation “ for nothing Now he understood Jesus 
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and the gospei that bore His name. Now it had grown 
clear how “ salvation is of the Lord/’ and how a “ law of 
righteousness ” that in itself is holy and good may 
became a “ curse ” if envisaged as a menacing, statutory 
code, which may prescribe and threaten but can never 
help the tempted. But Christ has abolished this law of 
external commandments in order that He may intro- 
duce the better law which is fulfilled, wholly and exclu- 
sively, in love. He aboHshes it by His cross, that sign and 
seal of Divine grace supervening upon the failure of men 
to elaborate a righteousness of their own. The cross is the 
prevehient act of God’s love ; it is a deed done irrespective 
of all man’s doing. Judaism has sought by meticulous 
obedience to call forth the Messiah, to elicit and evoke the 
Kingdom ; now, in the light of “ righteousness by faith ”, 
St Paul discerns the vanity of all that, as of something 
superfluous and antiquated, since God has taken active 
steps to reconcile the world to HimseK. This is Jesus’ 
gospei over again ; it is the same declaration that God 
alone saves, and that when He saves it is not to reward 
human merit but in virtue of His free and unchanging 
love. 

But now a singular fact emerges : St Paul does not give 
detailed expression to all this in the terms used by Jesus, 
but in terms which in origin are traditional and even 
Eabbinio. He has little to say about the Kingdom as 
bestowed in grace, but much about righteousness in God’s 
sight. In short, he recurs to the problem as stated in 
former Jewish thought, and in, his present situation he 
finds the aU-sufficient answer to it. He, like the Eabbis, 
is still asking how the sinful can be righteous in the Divine 
Judgment ; he is stiU concerned with his status before 
that awe-inspiring tribunal ; but his humble and confident 
solution, briefly put, is that the righteousness after which 
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lie had vainly striven is bestowed, once for all, in Christ. 
This use of older categories to interpret an esperienoe 
transcending the level at which these categories were in 
place, constitutes a difficulty for modern Christian 
thought. At first sight it has the look of a relapse to the 
plane of legalism. But, as we shall see later, this impres- 
sion is deceptive after aU. Law had broughfj St Paul to 
despair; in Christ’s presence he had discovered that 
there is a Divine righteousness to which legal works 
contribute nothing ; and he would not have been himself 
had he really fallen a victim to Rabbinic influence at the 
heart of his theology. As he puts it roundly, he is now 
satisfied to have “ no legal righteousness of my own, but 
the righteousness of faith in Christ, the divine righteous- 
ness that rests on faith When he speaks of the 
“righteousness of God”, there is nothing legal in his 
mind. It is rather that he employs the phrase in a 
verbally elusive and yet religiously quite intelligible 
double sense : at one time it is an order of salvation 
brought in by God whereby men have conferred on them 
a valid righteousness if they believe in Jesus, a sense 
which looks forwards ; while at another we have a sense 
that looks backwards, “ the righteousness of God ” being 
now meant as a righteousness which insists on the 
expiation in Christ’s death of sins previously overlooked 
by the Divine forbearance. In the former case, 
“ righteousness ” is God’s gift to men ; in the latter, it 
is the constitutive quality of His own being. But every- 
where St Paul is compelling old terms and categories to 
convey a new meaning which his own experience, born of 
contact with Christ, has infused. 

At bottom, then, and in whatever inherited thought- 
forms, St Paul repeats the gospel brought by Jesus to the 
» Phil. 3» (Mo&fct). 
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sinful. TMs makes it antecedently more than probable 
that when the apostle giTes Justification by faith the 
prominence he does, it is by no accidental or merely 
controversial deyiee. It is far more than a defensive 
weapon, adopted for his mission work, with the intention 
of repelling attacks on his free evangelism among the 
Gentiles. . To-day we are often invited to think that the 
heart of piety for him was rather the Christian mysteries. 
Here, and not in Justification, lay the centre of his 
interest. But we naturally find it difficult to understand 
how ope to whom Christianity was one more mystery-cult, 
although the greatest, could have come to write the 
emphatic words that the cross is “ to the Greeks foolish- 
ness ”, After all, what is contemplated in the mysteries 
is the pretended death of a being known to be msrthical, 
but St Paul beholds in the cross the death of a Man whom 
many stiU alive had known. There was little in the 
mysteries to “ offend ” a Greek, though much to excite 
and thrill him, for the incarnation and even the death of 
a God was no such unfamiliar thought. But St Paul was 
a Jew; to him therefore the cross was an offence ; its 
misery and shame made Jesus’ end a proof of His being 
accursed by God. Belief came only through the discovery 
that this death had been divinely ordered for gracious 
ends, that God had put forward Jesus as the means of’" 
propitiation by His blood, to be received by faith. ^ Till't 
he saw it as the act of Divine love, the cross remained a 
thing of horror. So much by way of proof that we have 
no causeto dislodge Justifying faith from the commanding 
place it has seemed to hold in the apostle’s outlook. 

There are psychological reasons which confirm this 
view. It is of course true that the idea comes to the 
front in Galatians and Eomans, where the Judaistic 

» Rom. 3»». 
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contToversy so miicli absorbs liiin ; but this fact affords 
no evidence that it had occurred to him only then. Long 
before he had met tlie Judaists in Antioch. Indeed, every 
reasonable consideration bids ns suppose that the great 
new insight formed part of his personal religion from the 
first. He had no need to await the outburst of contro- 
versy ; he had a Judaist in his own heart, with whom 
from the outset he was boiuid to reach an understanding. 
As missionary, too, there was one primary thing he had 
to do — and every preacher finds he has to do it still — 
viz. clear the ground of the last vestige of the belief that 
salvation comes as a result of moral excellence, of noble 
character, and replace this by the revolutionising certainty 
that character comes rather from the trustful acceptance 
of God’s love. All along he had to put the case of gospel 
against law ; and this of itself transports his whole 
argument, in principle, far above all casual emergencies, 
and makes it vital not for Jews or Judaisers merely, but 
for man. There are instincts in human nature, every- 
where, which constitute St PauFs message of justification 
by faith — ^in essence drawn from his Master — ^tlie only 
possible gospel for a sinner. 

All this, however, is entirely compatible with the fact, 
not to be slurred, that in the statement of his proldem, 
and to some degree in its solution, St Paul (as we have 
seen) dressed new ideas in old vestures. It was still for 
him a self-evident assumption that righteousness must 
attach to those who are to obtain salvation. He made it 
his business, therefore, to show that the old order of 
Bivine requirement was still fulfilled through Christ, but in 
a higher sense. Under the jnessure of controversy, his 
original Christian intuition of the terms on wiiioh alone 
the sinful become right with God took formulated shape. 
Man, he taught, is not justified by the works of the law but 
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by faitii. Wben we scrutinise such a statement, we «ani 
see that it owes something to a specific theological 
tradition. When, for example, St Paul declares that 
“ Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him 
for righteousness ” (Rom. 4®), clearly he is using the 
armour of his foes. The phrase “ was reckoned to him 
which St Paul means to indicate that Abraham had no 
good works to put forward, might be taken by an not 
wholly obtuse reader to signify that faith in Abraham’s 
case is to be conceived simply as a different type of good 
worfa that went into the Divine scale as in its own way 
meritorious. But although the citation was in a sense 
equivocal, and could bear this construction, any such 
interpretation would have been that of the Rabbis, not 
St Paul, On the very ground selected by his adversaries, 
and with their instruments, he would demonstrate the 
untenability of the doctrine on wliich they staked all. 

The word we customarily translate “ Justify ” strictly 
means to “make righteous”, as “sanctify” means to 
make holy, but long before St Paul’s time it had been used 
familiarly in the sense of “ declare righteous That is, 
its common signification was either a Judicial verdict on 
one accused of a particular crime (in which case to 
“Justify” is to acquit), or a more general pronouncement 
on his moral worth (in which case to “ Justify ” is to 
declare righteous, pure or innocent). This is its sig- 
nificance in the Pauline writings. God alone knows the 
heart, so that He alone can Justify in this sense ; and in 
St Paul none but God is ever said to Justify. But since all 
have sinned, it looks as if Justification as such were out of 
the question. Here the Gospel interposes, with its new 
light. It proclaims that God now offers Justification to the 
sinful, in pure grace, provided they have faith. Had He 
insisted on good works, it would have been all over with 
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our hopes; none is or can be ** Just ” before God on 
that score. But faith is so precious to Him that on the 
ground of it He will justify even the ungodly, as St Paul 
explicitly aays,^ His point is tlmt in a world like this 
justification always is utterly imdeserved, and this he 
reiterates constantly. The sinfulness and weakness of 
men leave them without the slightest claim to mercy. 
But God in His love accepts the unacceptable. We shall 
see how this Pauline gospel was announced freshly by the 
Reformers. 

- There are certain misapprehensions of St Paul’s teaching 
in this matter against which we must be on our guard. 
As we have noted, he does not regard faith as a well- 
deserving performance, only of a new sort, on the ground 
of which righteousness is imputed. He does not mean 
that God takes something imperfect and accounts it 
perfect by grace ; or that He takes, as we say colloquially, 
the will for the deed, St Paul, the Christian, could not 
have formed the idea that man’s performances held any 
place whatever as securing for him access to God. Nor, 
again, is it his teaching that the righteousness of Christ is 
imputed to the believer, by what may be styled a legal 
fiction. Even in Bom. 5^® there is no suggestion of this, 
and the idea is not otherwise characteristic of the New 
Testament. Nor, finally, is St Paul to be interpreted as 
falling back simply on God’s sovereign and arbitrary 
grace as the source of justification. It is God who 
justifies, but there is no question of His justifying men 
at random.. We are tcfid, indeed, that He justifies “ the 
imgodly ”, but the objects of grace here are unmistakably 
described as the ungodly who have faith. The presence of 
faith makes possible a justification which before was 
impossible. Anything else would be to import into the 
* Rom, 4*. 
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apostle’s mind a false and unwholesome element which 
he must have indignantly rejected. 

A pathway can, however, be found through the 
intricacies, of the subject if we recognise frankly that any 
scheme of ideas that clusters round a legal or rabbinical 
conception of God’s relation to man — and it is the 
though not the convictions, of such a scheme 
that St Paul employs— must fail to do justice to the 
spiritual fact of forgiveness through Christ as it is actually 
experienced. Any such terminology eould only be a 
partially opaque medium for 8t Paul’s real message. He 
is telling us simply that the man who has faith is now in 
the right relationship to God ; where enmity was, there 
is peace. To believe in God from the heart is to be 
pleasing to Him, to satisfy Him, to be right with Him. 
And so, when St Paul describes the position of a sinful 
man who in that sense trusts God by saying that he is 
“ declared righteous ”, we recognise that the phrase has 
its own importance and value as a repudiation of “ work- 
righteousness ”, yet also we may feel that we desiderate 
a more purely personal mode of denoting simple, loving 
forgiveness, St Paul does not mean that in forgiving a 
sinner God says about him the thing that is not ; he 
, means, and it is the glory of his message, that God rather 
is acknowledging an actually established new relation- 
ship, which has been produced through the instrumen- 
tality of the cross of Jesus. He who has faith, a faith 
evoked by the Crucified, now in a new, relation which is 
also the one right relation of a sinful man to God. In 
other words, he is de facto right with God, in this purely 
religious sense. Justification, forgiveness, is not immoral, 
but it requires more than moral terms for its expression. 

After all 'this, it scarcely needs saying that for the 
^ apostle justification as a Divine act, as God’s recognition 



of our uew attitude to Himself, is not primarily a judg- 
ment on our moral condition. It is not even that the 
undoubted moral character of faith is brought in as a 
make-weight of meritorious quality. True, if I present a 
friend with a gift, he must of course take it if it is to he his ; 
but the taking is not a performance I reward by putting 
the gift in his hand. Faith itself, St Taul would rejoin, 
is itself the gift of God, and can furnish no occasion for 
boasting. To it also the question is applicable, ‘‘ What 
hast thou that thou didst not receive ? 

To sum up, we may say : in the Pauline doctrine of 
justification the forms of legalistic thought have been so 
employed as to put legalistic thought out of court in a 
religion of unreserved grace. The case for gospel over 
against law has been stated, and as far as meaning goes 
stated finally, through ideas which in part are derived 
from law itself. 

We have Just seen that while St Paul, like the Eabbis, 
spoke of the acquisition of “ righteousness in God’s 
sight, yet by being “ justified ” or “ declared righteous ” 
he intended something wholly different from what they 
had in mind. They were thinking of God’s verdict on a 
man’s moral state or moral attainment, he of God’s 
acknowledgment of the trustmg sinner as now in the right 
personal attitude or relation to Himself . He who accepts 
in faith the grace offered him in Christ thereby becomes 
right with the Father. But obviously a grave problem 
emerges at this point, for St Paul and indeed for evan- 
gelical religion as such. If it he held that a man is 
“ justified ” who thus has simply entered on the right 
relationship, in spite of his defects of character, whati 
becomes of morality ? Has not St Paul broken the thread 
of purely ethical religion which goes back through Jesus, 
becoming perfected in Him, to the prophets of the Old 
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Testament ? How is that profound and passionate 
interest in moral obedience which St Paul elsewhere 
reveals to be linked up with his thought of justification, in 
a fashion that is real and not merely verbal ? Or, to put 
it otherwise, can the Pauline doctrine of justifying faith 
be successfully defended against the charge of ethical 
laxity and, indifference ? 

The question is serious ; we need have no hesitation in 
conceding that the Judaists at first sight had something 
to say for themselves, for St Paul’s gospel does have an 
antmomian look. But must it not always be so, where 
gospel is really present ? Did not the Pharisees bring a 
charge of antinomianism against Jesus, who received 
sinners and ate with them ? Naturally, for neither St 
Paul nor his Master preached a gospel consisting in ethical 
demands. Yet it is as much a total misapprehension to 
charge the one as it is to charge the other with indifference 
to ethical interests. In point of fact, the principle on 
which both Jesus and St Paul proceed amounts to this, 
that the only really good man is the pardoned man, and 
he is good because he alone has been delivered from the 
self-centredness which underlies all moral failure, and is 
henceforward content to owe everything to God. Nay, 
the goodness which St Paul believed must by a spiritual 
necessity flow from the experience of being forgiven is 
of so lofty and pure a character that, significantly enough, 
he has actually been supposed, by a not inconsiderable 
series of writers, to have regarded Christians as having 
become sinless from the moment of their conversion.^ 

Still, this hardly meets our point. We are inquiring 
whether in St Paul these two interests, the religious and 
the moral, merely lie side by side independently, or 

* See the late Professor Warfield’s articles in the Princeton Theological 
Review for 1920. 
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whether he has been able to establish between them a 
connexion wliicli is real and inevitable. And there can 
be no doubt at all that he exhibits the connexion as 
necessarily and livmgly involved in Christian experience 
as such. Of course justification is imprimis a religious 
fact, the ethical consequences of which, certain as they are, 
are not so far in view. Forgiveness is not the ^ame thing 
as reformation, or we should not need the two words ; and 
when St Paul says “ justification ’’ he is thinking of the 
first, not the second. Again, he does not join religion and 
ethics merely by the idea of grace, in the sense that God 
is gracious in two distinct and successive manners — 
first to forgive, then to sanctify. That would merely add 
goodness to pardon ; it would not show how goodness 
springs from pardon by an inward vital impulse. We find 
the tie rather in the apostle’s great conception “in 
Christ,” or “ in the Spirit The sinful, he teaches, are 
justified in Christ/ and in Him they are renewed. It is 
in virtu© of union with Christ, in the unspeakably intimate 
sense which faith denotes, that they are forgiven ; “ there 
is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus 
In virtue of the same union they triumph in duty, in 
temptation, in trial ; “ I can do all things in Him who 
strengthens me “ My grace is sufficient for thee, for 
My power is perfected in weakness The matter has 
been lucidly explained by Professor H. A, A. Kennedy. 
He points out that for St Paul faith means “ the trustful 
surrender of his whole being to Christ, as crucified and 
risen, and the complete indentification of himself with 

1 Too much has been said about justification being for St Paul a 
fxaure blessing. The balance of thought in Romans suggests nothing 
of that kind. “ We are justified by His blood,” ws read in 6», where 
justification is past ; “ they are justified freely by His grace ” (3®«) 
makes it present (of. Qal. 2^®). The apostle is obviously intent on 
some great boon which men can experience now, 

® Bom. 8^. ® Pliil. 41*. * 2 Cor. 12®. 
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Cimst’s attitude to God and to sin.” THs union ^ith 
Christ is the religions starting-point, whicii all his dootmes 
seek to interpret, When he speaks' of God Justifying a 
man because of his faith, receiving him into a new relation, 
the relation of a child to his Father, his language seems at 
times unduly to objectify the process, to keep it apart 
from the experience of the individual. But for Paul 
the very existence of faith means that the subject of it is 
‘ in Christ Hence, all God’s dealings with the individual 
stand on that footing. To quote the apostle himself, 
God’s grace is ‘ bestowed on us in the Beloved ’. That is 
to say, God comes into touch with men in virtu© of their 
relation to Christ. So too with the nature of the new 
life. Paul has formulated something of a theory regarding 
the ‘ death ’ of the believer to sin. That theory is impli- 
cated in his conceptions of the Flesh and the Law. But 
when you get behind his logic, you reach the' crucial fact 
that the man who is in intimate connection with Christ, 
from the nature of the case feels the utter incongruity of 
sin, and must break with it if that connection is to endure. 
In union with Christ he takes Christ’s attitude towards 
sin and Christ’s attitude towards holiness 
Thus there is no hiatus, either for St Paul’s mind or in 
fact, between Justifioation by faith and a good life, no 
gaping interval which must be filled by the insertion of 
some additional moral dynamic not vitally involved in the 
experience of Justification itself. One who looks up into 
the face of a forgiving God is set within a world of new 
realities, his personal response to which is the Christian 
morality. As pa,rdoned, he is a new man in God’s sight 
and in his own ; and this newness of life takes active 
shape, as life always does, in ways answering to its 
specific natfire. It is through Christ that he has seen 

* Theology of the Epistles, p. 124 f. 
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titter mercy in God’s face ; in Christ, therefore, he beholds 
fully and persuasiyely revealed that will of God which he 
is called to know^ and obey. Gan it be seriously contended 
that ethical impulses are anywhere to be found more 
profound or fertile than those which thus rise spon- 
taneously out of the experience of being forgiven for 
Christ’s sake ? It yields grateful love to God, and, since 
His faithful love is now assured, it evokes patience under 
grief, endurance, the hope that never makes ashamed. 
It 3delds the subduing consciousness that we belong to 
Christ, who gave Himself for us, and that as His posses- 
sion we must keep ourselves pure. It jdelds the percep- 
tion that our brother too is Christ’s, and for Christ’s sake 
must be served in love. It yields the sacrificial temper, 
for by confidence in the God who wrought our salvation 
we know that sacrifice will not be in vain. All these 
impulses or incentives flow with psychological necessity 
from that attitude of grateful and obedient apprehension 
of God’s love in Christ which St Paul means by “ faith 
Such motives to goodness are the highest conceivable by 
man ; their action on our minds, St Paul would tell us, is 
the presence of the Spirit of Christ within. 

It is true, “ justifying faith ” has at times been thought 
to need supplementing in an ethical interest. But the 
reason for this is quite plain. Either “ faith ” has lapsed 
into orthodox assent ”, which certainly is not morally 
inspiring, or what it has been supposed to lay hold on is 
the imputed righteousness of Christ, which in turn affords 
no inward source of personal goodness and by its exter- 
nality makes it necessary to seek hallowing influences else- 
where, St Paul is unaffected by these misunderstandings. 
By faith he means that which on the subjective side covers 
everything in Christian religion. It unites men to Christ, 
go putting them right with God ; but eo ifso it makes 


them partakers by fellowship in Christ’s own life of 
Divine power. 

The foregoing argument appears to prove that the 
essential meaning of justification by faith goes back to the 
mind of Jesus Himself, and that when St Paul gave it larger 
prominence -he was declaring with special emphasis a 
message of grace for the sinful which had its roots in Jesus’ 
gospel of the Kingdom and His own relation thereto. If 
this be so, we need not hesitate to affirm that the idea, in 
its characteristic import, is native to the Christian religion. 
It is not the peculiarity of any man or any school ; it has 
its home within the New Testament, and can count upon 
the witness of the Spirit. 

In the next chapter we shall find that the same problem 
with which St Paul had wrestled, rose once more 
into vital urgency at the Reformation. That problem is 
in fact one of perennial moment for all the sinful who have 
seen God and know something of themselves. All who 
cast themselves on His mercy in Christ for the forgiveness 
of their sins are compelled to do homage, joyful or 
reluctant, to the basal truth for which St Paul stands. 
They may reject this or that element in his doctrine as 
savouring of Rabbinical dialectic, and indeed there are 
features of his total view which the modern Christian 
intelligence cannot be forbidden to criticise. But once 
they have taken pardon from the Father’s hand as a free 
gift, which costs them nothing because it cost God all, 
their minds involuntarily move, they cannot but move, on 
the broad religious lines once for all traced by the apostle. 
The late Mr F. H. Bradley, a free and discerning spirit if 
there have been such, took occasion from his argument in 
an early work* to comment upon the doctrine of justification 
in terms which may perhaps serve to assure us that in 


pondering it we are occupied, not with obsolete theo- 
logical futilities, but with the heart of religion. “ You 
must believe,” he writes, “ that you too really are one 
with the divine, and must act as if you believed it. In 
short, you must be Justified not by works but solely by 
faith. This doctrine, which Protestantism, to its eternal 
glory, has made its own and sealed with its blood, is the 
very centre of Christianity ; and, where you have not this 
in one form or another, there Christianity is nothing but 
a name 


CHAPTER VI 

LUTHER AND THE GOSPEL 

TN order to appreciate the greatness of the step forward 
I taken by the Reformers, it is necessary that we should 
have clearly before onr minds, at least in outline, the 
positions against which they protested in the name of 
New Testament religion. There can of course be no 
question here of sketching, however briefly, the history 
of the doctrine of Jnstification in the ancient Catholic 
and mediaeval Church. That is too intricate a matter 
for a chapter, and might confuse rather than clarify our 
ideas. But we may usefully devote some pages to three 
cardinal elements or aspects of the older system of belief 
which growingly aroused the distrust of Luther and sent 
Mm back, in a passion of self-torture and despair, to the 
gospel of Jesus Christ proclaimed by St Paul Ih his 
quest for the sense of pardon they confronted him with a 
blank wall, through which there was no way. They are 
(1) the virtual disappearance from early Catholic religion 
of something that the mediaaval Church never succeeded 
in recovering, viz. the conviction that God freely pardons 
the sinful if they will hut trust His love in Christ ; (2) 
the entrance of the exceptionally influential idea of 
human merit ; and (3) the conception of grace which 
gradually came to prevail and to give a fixed colour to 
men’s thoughts of the manner in which God saves. These 
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three things are so intimately bound up together that 
they may be regarded as but different facets of a single 
principle. But they can bo looked at separately, and it 
will help us to take them so.^ 

(1) In the patristic age, the great Hew Testament 

idea of justification by faith, although not, denied out- 
right, was yery imperfectly understood.^ It can hardly 
be said to have been understood at all. Beyond question 
passages can be quoted from almost eyery Church Tather, 
Greek or Latin, which have a thoroughly apostolic sound 
and appear to be inspired by the thought of freely for- 
giving love to the unworthy. So far there is no suggestion 
that the penitent must in some way so prepare himself 
as to become fitter to receive God’s pardon. But the 
point to be noted firmly is this ; such words are more 
than obscured, in reality they are cancelled, by statements 
of an exactly opposite type, to the effect that men can 
and must render themselves such that the grace which 
procures salvation may properly he conferred upon them ; 
and this kindof vaciUation between gospel and law is the 
clearest proof that the Pauline message, as one that 
answers all a simier’s need, had become uninteiligihle. 
It IS hardly too mnch to say that, even in its noblest 
representatives, the motto of the Early Church is “ salva- 
tion by faffh and good conduct ”, and the predominant 
point of view is that sins are forgiven on the basis of 

^ accentuate the fact 

seek to- mediate it to men forgiveness and 

manner in which this mediation iB^xpr^sod 

evangelical thoughts are absent, for the^i™ ^ f that_ great 

service of the Mass, even if nartiftiu? are obyxously present xn the 

by the New Testament, we mtsl 

^ See espesially Oampbell N. Moedy, Fie MM ef ,ie Con- 
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amendment. 1 At times pardon was thrust into the 
background by the boon of higher spiritual Imowiedge ; 
but even when importance was attached to this, preachers 
and writers using the language that came to them most 
naturally urged the moralistic idea, very imperfectly 
related to the other, that salvation is the prize and 
recompense of a perfect moral life, to be achieved out of 
one’s own resources. A mistaken ethical compunction, 
an anxious feeling that before God pardons a man He 
must first take from him guarantees for morality, deterred 
great Christian minds from doing justice to the heights 
and depths of the New Testament proclamation. 

It might seem as if the pure grace of God were suggested 
in the sacrament of baptism, for it is common ground with 
patristic writers that baptism secures a complete forgive- 
ness of the past, sins being somehow washed away and 
the baptised cleared of all guilt. But to a large extent 



^ Mr. Moody points out that for Hermas " the affliction of a pious 
person could only moan that God had failed him, or that his sins were 
not yet wholly forgiven. The popular Ohinsse-Christian view of the 
subject,” he proceeds suggestively, “ is almost exactly the same. 
When a Christian says, ‘ My sins are very heavy,’ he is often thinking 
not of sins at all, but of troubles, which are a sure sign of guilt. And 
when ho says, ‘ My sins are a little forgiven, not yet altogether for- 
given,’ he means that his afflictions are but partially removed, or that 
he is not rid of all his faults. The intimate association of guilt with 
suffering makes it difficult to regard forgiveness as a present experience ; 
it is a hope rather than a fact. And thi.s, as we know, is the view not 
merely of Hermas and of Barnabas, but of early Christians in general, 
notwithstanding their doctrine that through faith and by baptism 
previous sins have, been washed away. With such thoughts in their 
minds the early Christians cast about for some means of hastening the 
process of forgiveness. There must be more thorough repentance, and 
more visible .signs of it in almsgiving, fasting, and self-abasement. 
Hermas suggests also that self-punishment may be employed to 
abbreviate the penalties inflicted by God. The inference that by such 
means God may be propitiated for po.st-baptismal sins is not very far 
away ” (op. cit. p. 98 f.). This reveailing passage indicates one persistent 
strain in Catholicism which the Beformers felt to be contrary to the 
Gospel. 
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baptism itsolf was understood vaguely and magically;, 
eln was often thougiit of as a quasi-pliysieal stain or 
defilement, which could be removed in unspiritual ways. 
Even so, the need for pardon in their post -baptismal life 
came home to earnest men painfuEy, as day by day they 
experienced their own wealmesa in temptation. As 
they deal with this problem, we can perceive- in the mind 
of Church writers a strange mixture of legal and evan- 
gelical ideas, for which no one in particular wns to blame, 
but which none the less obscured the glory of Christ as 
Saviour. It is with these legal ideas we are speciaEy 
concerned now. 

Speaking broadly, we may say that in the early oen- 
tui’ies pardon is for those who are, or have made 
themselves, worthy to obtain it. Thus Clement of Borne 
says that “we are not Justified tlirough ourselves, or 
our works which we have wrought in holiness of heart ”, 
but through faith ; yet elaewhero he can speak of our 
sins being taken away “ by love Barnabas and Hermas 

scarcely do more than hint at forgiveness through faith 
as a present experience. Justification is often referred 
to the future, and pardon seems to be conceived mainly as 
a thing of degrees, instalments being granted in proportion 
to repentance and moral improvement. It was assumed 
that affliction meant that God had not yet pardoned or 
only in a sEght degree, and that by lowly resignation the 
process of forgiveness could be accelerated. Later 
Church teachers held that the only completely forgiven 
person was the martyr. In most quarters we find men 
tending to confuse pardon with purification, making one 
the index of the other or identical with it, Irenaeus, 
though he has far finer things to say, can refer to “ the 
natural things of the law by which a man Is Justified 
W© may read some writers from end to end without 
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feeling tkat the difference between salvation by faith and 
salvation by works had any place in their minds. Clear 
thoughts of the principles on which the Lord deals with 
men about sins, especially after baptism, never were 
attained. Out of this perplexity arose, after a long time, 
the Bomisli sacrament of penance 
Tertnllian, here as everywhere, is both significant and 
influential. 2 He taught that baptism gives the penitent 
forgiveness for previous offences and takes him bound, on 
pain of eternal loss, to win the reward of eternal life. 
The trained jurist urged a legal and moralistic view of 
the relations between God and man ; he expressed it in 
formulas borrowed from the case of creditor and debtor 
and of such external rigidity that the truth that God 
deals with us as with sons slips wholly out of sight. The 
convert’s penitence buys his first pardon in baptism ; 
and if he needs a second pardon, the Father will insist 
on satisfactions first. These are rendered through the 
sacrifices of self-abasement and asceticism. Sin is purged 
by seif-castigation ; ‘‘ the affliction of the. flesh is the 
victim that placates the Lord by means of the sacrifice 
of humiliation “ The w^ay that leads to life becomes 
even narrower as Tertnllian advances in years. The 
only sins that are freely forgiven are those committed 
before baptism, and, as these are sins of ignorance, grace 
is reduced to a minimum In this region as in others 
Tertnllian had laid down lines on which the thinking of 
the Western Church was to move. 

The theologians of Alexandria share in this inability 
to appreciate the truth that a merciful God justifies us 
through, faith. For Clement the idea of forgiveness had 

^ Rainjj;, Aiwient Catholic Church, p. 81. 

* Loofs, DogmengeschiohU^ p. 166 f. 

® de patieniia, 13. * Moody, op. dt., p. 234. 
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become so difficult that it is hardly mentioned In his 
writings ; it is the grace not of pardon but of enlightenment 
that he craYes.. And Origen makes clear that by his 
times — the beginning of the third century— the Church 
had fairly come to foster what has been called a conscious 
ambiguity on the subject, in other words definitely to 
give both faith and works a place as grounds of human 
acceptance with God. H‘e enumerates as means of for- 
giveness such things as baptism, martyrdom, almsgiving, 
amendment, great love, tearful repentance. In an 
exposition of Psalm 32 he marks three stages in the process 
of pardon. “ The beginning of conversion,” he says, “ is to 
forsake the evils of the soul ; by this means the remission 
of sins is procured. When good begins to be done, 
and there is more ab"^j[ance of good than of preceding 
evils, then sins arer n^fered. Finally, when perfection is 
atta-ined, no iniqui are imputed”.^ Elsewhere he 
writes that we are by our faith, by our works of 

righteousness, hut of all by the blood of Christ. 

So hard did even C^hristian minds find it to retain 
hold of the apostolic thmight of a gracious God made ours 
freely in Christ, and to state it witli consistent clearness. 
In Augustine’s earliest period, the idea that God for 
Christ’s sake forgives the guilty sinner plays no part at 
all. Soon, however, he be^ns to place a growing emphasis 
on the remission of sin be¥;owed in baptism, and the 
bearing on this of Christ’s historical work, though the 
grace that aids and transforms inwardly is rated higher 
than the forgiving grace that liberates. At the height of 
his powers he builds everything the truly evangelical 
premiss that man’s salvation, and^^llStffication as part 
of it, depends in the last resort on the prevenient grace of 
God ; although it must be noted that even here full and 

^ Moody, op. oU.t p. 286, 
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i free forgiveness is associated exclusively with baptism, 

t while in the ordinary life of Christians its place is taken 

by the conception of justification as caused by infused 
grace and love. Grace is a power that transforms the 
will, making willing those that were unwilling — as pre- 
venient conferring a will to good, as co-operant unfolding 
itself in a series of stages concluding with full actual 
regeneration, whereby a man, filled with love, is enabled 
to acquire merit. Justification is not an attitude of God 
towards the sinner, or a Divine judgment regarding him ; 
it is the completion of a process of grace by means of which 
the sinner is actually made a righteous man. This comes 
about through the infusion of the spirit of love into his 
heart. Thus justification, while sub specie aet&rnitatis a 
finished act, is empirically viewed a never-ending process. 

‘ Justification, in short, is a change that goes on in man’s 
inward being, as righteousness is inspired ; it is not the 
gracious act of God receiving the unworthy into His 
' fellowship. As the man is renewed, his guilt disappears. 
Moody brings out the combination of gospel and law in 
which St Augustine ends. “ He was well aware that grace 
was not exhausted in baptism, that in baptism the sins 
which belonged to the past and those which belonged to 
the future were alike forgiven, that there was daily for- 
giveness for those who day by day came with the prayer, 
Forgive us our debts, and a daily supply of grace to enable 
the Christian to live a life of love. . . . Yet it was not 
clear even to Augustine that in faith and forgiveness all 
things were bestowed. . . . When he regarded grace as 
i something that annulled the state of sin, he thought no 

I longer of forgiveness, nor of faith, nor of Christ’s death. 

^ In some of his writings we find but little of faith in the 
highest and inost religious sense as a trust in Jesus that 
constitutes reconciliation and holiness. ... In the end 
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it is not tlio aimier, joined by faith to the Savionr and 
reconciled to C^od, who Is acquitted at the Judgment-seat ; 
it is the saint who appears clothed in Ms own merits, the 
love and good works which he owes to God’s inspiring 
grace The inconsequent part assigned to merit in 
this mingled outlook upon Christian religion calls for 
closer scrutiny. ' ■ ■■ 

(2) Among the cardinal factors in Eoman Catholic 
thought with which the Reformers came into violent 
collision is that of merit as a religious concept. It is an 
idea inextricably woven through the Roman texture of 
Christianity, and made its appearance early. Not that 
merit is always indicated by Church writers when good 
works are mentioned, lor good works are our duty, for 
evangelicals as for others, and have no necessary sugges- 
tion of “ extra ” value. Gradually, however, duty came 
to be regarded as the minimum required, and alongside 
of it came to stand the view that we can do more than 
our duty, and, on the strength of this, claim reward. 
The relapse to pre-Christian standards is obvious. It 
was not felt that grace and deserved reward were opposed 
conceptions. At tMs stage no theorised doctrine of the 
subject held the field ; legal ideas lived on beside evan- 
gelical. But the forgiveness of sins, often, is attached to 
the performance of the believer, e.g. almsgiving, fasting, 
prayer. As might have been anticipated, it was in the 
Western Church especially that the notion struck root. 
Tertullian is of high importance. He can declare roundly 
that a good act makes God our debtor and wins merit 
proportionate to its value : bo?ium factum Deum habet 
dehitoremi par factum habet par meriium. Indeed he does not 
shrink from the position that by meritorious works man 
» Op. oU„ p. 297 f. 
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can amass capital with God, which is as it were entered 
against his name. Thus sin is expiated and God appeased. 
In such things as tears, fasting, virginity or martyrdom lies 
a surplus of value, which goes to meet the Divine claim. 

Even thinkers whose fundamental assumptions might 
appear to be w^hoiiy inimical to the idea of merit can 
employ it unconcernedly. Thus in Ambrose we read : 
“ Without our work, not by works but by faith through 
His grace. He has forgiven our sin's ”, yet elsewhere he 
surprises us by recurring to merit in the old way. So it 
is in all later Catholic thought. On the one hand, there 
is a denial of merit in the absolute sense, with a clear 
recognition, as in Augustine, of the grace of God as the 
sole ground of salvation ; on the other, a firm conviction 
that through this grace merits become obtainable by 
which, in accordance with the just rule of recompense, 
we can and ought to earn eternal life. Augustine, who 
rejects the popular notion that at any moment the Chris- 
tian can acquire merit by exerting free will, and denies 
outright that in this sense the wiU is free, because apart 
from God we can only sin, might have been expected in 
consistency to bar out merit as such. And in fact he does 
begin with absolute negation ; grace, he declares, is not 
grace save as it is wholly free. None the less the older 
view counted for too much to be quite discarded. It is 
carried on, but with the significant Augustinian qualifi- 
cation, that grace alone renders merit possible. Merit 
becomes possible when the supernatural grace of love 
has been breathed into the soul ; and, since this love is 
God’s bestowal, Augustine can say, in a famous phrase, 
that when God rewards our merits He but crowns His 
own gifts. 1 Thus he has no difficulty in viewing the real 

^ See R. S. Franks, in Hastings’ Encyclopasdia of Religion and 
Ethics, vol. viii, p. 664. 


attainment of salvation as a Divine compensation of 
tlie believer’s merits made possible by grace. The saved 
man is by grace given power to merit or earn salvation. 
Augustine agrees witli the Pelagians in holding that 
eternal life is conferred as reward to antecedent merits ; 
what he misses in them is the perception that even our 
merits are the gift of Dod.^ 

Thus Augustine stamped on the thought of the Roman 
Church an impression which it has never lost. Paith itself 
cannot strictly be merited, but it lays down a basis for 
all the merits that follow. Prayer, almsgiving, macera- 
tion put God in our debt ; works done out of the infused 
“ habit ” of grace, i.e. the operation of Divine grace 
which gives man’s will a habitual tendency to love for 
God and man, are such that in justice God must recom- 
pense them ; by meritorious good works, as tasks imposed 
by a priest in the sacrament of penance, we can make 
satisfaction for sins committed after baptism . As Gregory 
the Great puts it, quantity of merits is the one point 
examined in men’s lives, and merit proper is gained when 
we do more than God commands. By the Middle Ages, 
however, it has come to be taught that all works done 
in the state of grace are meritorious, not merely those 
which exceed duty, or (as they are usually called) works 
of supererogation. Mediaeval theologians also introduced 
the distinction between m&ritum de congruo and meritum 
de condigno, or, as we may roughly say, between, construc- 
tive and intrinsic merit. These are two degrees which 
depend on two degrees of grace. Merit “ of oongruity ” 
belongs to a good effort made by man when unaided by 
anything more than general grace, and is assigned to it 
not of debt hut in fitness ; merit “ of condignity ” 
attaches to good works done by the help of saving grace, 
* Schultz, in Sticdim und Kritiken (1894), p. 40 f. 
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and to such works God owes reward in strict justice. By 
this time, merit had become a conception covering and 
embracing the whole of life ; apart from it there could 
be no increase of grace, and the new grace was its recom- 
pense. 

In the Middle Ages such teaching did not pass wholly 
without protest. St Bernard of Olairvaux has uncom- 
promising things to say in his sermons about our inca- 
pacity to win salvation, since even our good works are 
stained with sin. There is no such tiling, he holds, as 
merit of condignity ; concupiscence remains in us to the 
last and rises in revolt against the law. **He is foolish 
and mad, whoever he be that trusts in any merits of his 
life, who trusts in any religion or wisdom but only in 
humility.” Yet he can recommend the practice of fasting 
as a means of averting eternal punishment. 

Luther first broke conclusively with this whole tra- 
dition. It is not merely that he was able to describe 
the entire religious and moral attitude of the Christian 
wdthout drawing upon the idea of merit ; he sought 
positively to expel that idea from true evangelical 
piety. He goes back to the Biblical insight that man can 
never do more than he is bound to do, and that he is 
ceaselessly dependent on the mercy of God which judges 
and uplifts him. The sinner becomes pleasing to God 
not through the infusion of any interior gracious quality, 
which constitutes a new “habit ” of soul, but solely in 
vhtue of the Divine compassion which pardons. Between 
God and man there is no place for merits, or for a grace 
that apportions salvation to the merit acquired. In 
Catholic doctrine, a record of performances is steadily 'in 
view. Human reason can understand and even demon- 
strate the relations between justice (always the dominant 
conception) and the grace which renders men “ just ” 
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in God’s sight by transforming their nature and their 
character. “In Luther’s view, grace passes all under- 
standing, It is above reason, it is mysterious. The 
perfectly holy God envelopes in His love a humanity that 
is irreparably sunk in the state of sin. The religion of 
Luther is that of man conscious of being befouled with 
stains indelible, but of a man also who has experienced 
a Divine love the reason for wliicli he cannot understand, 
of which he never ceases to feel unworthy, to which he 
can make no claim, for which he can only offer a gratitude 
that to the end is imperfect Faith alone produces 
good works, which issue from it in the nature of the case ; 
and it is faith not in facts or doctrines but in a Person, 
the God of mercy unspeakable whom we meet in Christ. 

At the Council of Trent the Roman Church reaffirmed 
in essentials the mediscval view of merit, thus giving 
permanence to that tendency to dwell upon the need for 
accumulating merit hy good works which seems to be 
inseparable from its ordinary teaching and practice.^ 
The Council declared that while the good works done by a 
justified man are the gifts of God, they arc also the good 
merits of the door, and that such good works truly merit 
eternal life and an increase of glory.® BeUarmine writes 
concisely : “ The common opinion of all Catholics is that 
good works are truly and properly meritorious, and that 
not merely of some particular reward, but of eternal 
life itself.”.* And the position now taken by Roman 
teachers, in spite of balanced formulas, is that by the aid 
of supernatural grace in the case of the regenerate, human 
works can become so good Bh to obtain or earn salvation, 

* Strohl, L*j6voluiion religieme de Lviher jusqu'm 1516, p. 153 

* Bicknell, Theological Introduction to the 39 Ariicles,^'p, 276. 

* Sess. vi, Can. 32, 

* Dejmiifioationet v. i (quoted by Franks, ut sup., p. 664}. 
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and that even the natural man by good works can deserve 
reward from Ood. 

The theory of merit, as the Roman Clmrch elaborates 
it, is plainly traceable to a very old assumption that the 
relation of God to man is, permanently and decisively, 
legal. Eternal life is conferred as the prize of achievement. 
Whether He saves or excludes from salvation, God is 
properly a remunerator ; the last and truest thing we can 
say of Him. is that He recompenses both obedience and 
rebellion as they deserve. A merit is a good action which 
He rewards. As we have seen, it is held that this is in 
no way incongruous with the fact that grace to do such 
action comes from God Himself ; rather in virtue of .His 
very goodness He has decreed that what are His own gifts 
should be the merits of the Justified. In the lines attributed 
toAibertusMagnusr^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ ' 

Quicquid babes meriti, pr®v©ntrix gratia donat, 

Nil deus in nobis prater Sua dona coronat. 

Still, merit is merit, and has its rights. And obviously 
if there be a debtor and creditor account with God, t.h6 
range of possible merits may attain wide dimensions. 
Each religious virtue is potentially a mine of good works. 
A wholly indifierent act becomes meritorious if done with 
a good intention ; if the act be good in itself, it is doubly 
meritorious. Roman thinkers, it is true, frequently use 
the word “ meritorious ■ ’ as indicating simply the moral 
goodness of an act, but it seems impossible for them to 
escape from the notion that this moral goodness estab- 
lishes a claim w^hich God is obliged to recognise. A further 
consequence of the legal or commercial nature of this 
system of ideas is that merit can bo transferred. After 
providing what is needful to make satisfaction for sin 
and for the attainment of eternal Hfe, there may be an 
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oYerpius. Tinas arises the treasury of merits, primarily 
of CMst but also of tlie saints, from wMoli tbe Church 
may rightly derive indulgences. 

The objections to which this comprehensive view of merit 
is exposed may be stated as follows. (1) It is foreign 
to the New Testament ; for while the idea of reward 
occurs freely in Jesus’ teaching, it has there nothing to 
do with merit. Indeed, the Parable of the Labourers so 
employs the conception of reward as explicitly to abrogate 
it as a measure of the relations between God and man. 
The Father who causes His sun to rise on the evil and the 
good acts from some higher principle, nor can we do more 
than fulfil our duty to Him. The thought of meriting a 
reward is unimaginable for the minds of those placed on 
the J udge’s right hand in Math 25 ; it is in fact absolutely 
excluded as a motive by the simple consideration that 
love to God and man is declared the foundation of all 
true morality, for we cannot act simultaneously from 
love and from an egoistic desire for compensation. For 
Jesus there can be no question of rewards men have a 
right to claim ; we should fare ill if God dealt with us 
according to our deserts. Thus to the child of the Father 
reward is not a motive to action so much as a symbol 
of the certainty that his work for the Kingdom is never 
in vain ; it is, in view of God’s character, the necessary 
sequel to labour in His cause ; in unbought love He 
gives our work a place in the eternal consummation. Re- 
ward is real, but it is not external or fortuitous ; it is 
God’s acknowledgment of the worth of personality. 
He who has been faitliful over a few things is made ruler 
over many things ; yet he has done no more than his 
duty. 

(2) Students of ethical thought will have' noted that 
the concept in question is now virtually absent from the 
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best work in that field. “ The idea of merit it has been 
said roundly, ‘‘is foreign to the genuinely moral con- 
sciousness More and more it is felt that the notion is 
at home only in a morality of utilitarian and eudsemonistic 
character, and that it naturally implies a casuistical 
outlook on the facts and opportunities of the moral life. 
Merit, in short, is an idea derived from heteronomous 
ethics, i.e. ethics for which the law of conduct is something 
externally imposed and therefore obeyed without that 
intrinsic freedom which forms the true self-expression of 
personality. It is obeyed, rather, for the sake of consider- 
ations — the hope of reward or the fear of punishment — 
which have only a loose relation to the content of the 
“good” act. All true morahty, on the other hand, is 
based on intrinsic reasons, at the challenge of an obli- 
gation felt to be unconditioned and absolute. If this 
be so, action inspired by the thought of one’s own ultimate 
profit must be regarded as imperfectly moral. Thus so 
far from the term “ meritorious ” pointing to that which 
is dutiful and more, it suggests an attitude of mind that 
has positively failed to rise to the level of- true obedience. 
But when the idea is carried over into religion and 
stretched to cover our personal relations with God, the 
result must be to induce a temper of “ bargaining ” which 
is directly antagonistic to humility. 

(3) The idea of merit belongs not to our higher 

^ Pringle-Pattison, The Idea of Immortality, p. 179. Is it possible 
that the Homan view is in part a generalisation of what is instinctively- 
held by many an “ anxious inquirer ” ? Of. the words of David 
Braiuerd : “ Hundreds of times I renounced all pretenses of any worth 
in my duties, as I thought, even while performing them ; and often 
confessed to God that I deserved nothing for the best of them but 
eternal condemnation ; yet still I had a secret hope of recommending 
myself to God by religious duties ” (quoted by Pratt, The Beligioua 
Consciousneas, p. 146). Men are naturally as inclined to regard virtue 
as having a right to reward from God as they are to regard prosperity 
as a proof of God’s love. 
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experience but to the level of our everyday legal and semi- 
moral notions. So far from being absolutely valid, it is 
relative to some artificial system of relations. When 
dealing for example with children, or conducting a com- 
petition, or where there is a number of laws or regulations 
the fulfilment of which can be exactly measured, we 
naturally speak of an “ order of merit Or again, we 
say colloquially that well-doing deserves hapi)iness and 
ill- doing sorrow’ and misery, and that prosperity and 
adversity ought to be distributed in proportion to the 
merits of the agents. But the slightest reflection will 
prove that this manner of thought, if pressed, comes into 
flagrant contradiction with deeper certainties, and that 
when confronted with some end or object of absolute 
value, we cannot bring ourselves to apply it. Thus, 
what honest man over believed that he had merited the 
love of a good woman 1 Is not his immediate reaction to 
the discovery that his love is returned a feeling of utter 
unworthiness, and a confession that he is receiving more 
by far than his deserts ? So, when wc rise to the highest 
plane of all, to affirm that we can merit forgiveness or 
eternal life or fellowship with God is, to the truly religious 
mind, a contradiction in terms. Even on the level at 
which we familiarly speak of merit we are well aware 
that praiseworthy action merits Just so much as it is worth, 
and no more ; but what can merit God’s gift of Himself 
in pardon ? There we face the perfect, the absolute ; 
at once our calculus wholly fails, and is oast aside as 
irrelevant. There, desert is no more applicable than to the 
finest things in the life of home and family, for what 
wholesome child would argue that he deserves his parents’ 
care ? Thus the range of the concept “'merit ” in life is 
curiously and narrowly restricted. We know that we are 
right in treating men beUer than they deserve. And 
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the idea that by doing so we acquire merit is one that 
will not bear reflection. 

(4) In any case, we imperfect men can possess no merit 
before God. J esus has formulated the supreme obligation 
in the words that we must lowe God with all our heart, 
and our neighbour as ourselves. To be worlhy of fellowship 
with Him we should have to exhibit, what He must demand, 
a wholly selfless love; we should haye to accomplish 
the good He commands from an utterly pure motive. 
To fail here is to fail altogether, since failure breaks the 
ideal relationship between God and man. In such a 
situation there can be no distinction between mortal and 
venial sins ; every sin strikes at God and His supreinacy. 
Now in sober fact this is an obligation We are unable to 
fulfil.! To say that we are able is to accommodate Christ’s 
perfect law of love to our inability, bringing it down to a 
point where we can more than satisfy it. It follows with 
a transparent and terrible clarity that we can never 
deserve fellowship with God, or extract it from Him 
by our most righteous conduct. His acceptance of us 
must be a pure gift of grace. Augustine and Thomas 
Aquinas, conscious as these great thinkers could hardly 
fail to-be of certain religious disadvantages in the notion 
of merit as a whole, had yet retained it as an estimate 
allowable for the man conscious of Ms own freedom, while 
yet from the Divine point of view good action could only 
be the product of grace. But— apart from the fact that 
if merit enters at all, claiming a place alongside of grace, 
it inevitably in practice becomes the more important of 

^ Of. Hooker : “ The little fruit wo have in holiness, God knoweth, 
corrupt and unsound ; we put no confidence at all in it : we challenge 
nothing in the world for it, we dare not call God to a reckoning, as if 
we had Him in hur debt-books : our continual suit to Him is, and must 
be, to bear with our infirmities, to pardon our offences” {Worhs, 
Keble’s edition, vol. iii, p. 014). 
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the two — the Divine point of view is in religion the only 
admissible one. God*s judgment is the truth, and in His 
Hght we know ourselves unworthy. 

(5) The evangelical view of faith {fdticia) keeps the 
mind at a level at which the thought of merit becomes 
unmeaning and even repulsive. Wherever a relationship 
of confidence has heen established between moral beings, 
gifts can pass without any consciousness of desert on either 
side. To speak of it is to lapse from the footing of love to 
that of legality. So, too, when God is receiving us, we 
cannot put our trust wholly in His mercy, if with one half 
of our mind we are prudentially intent ui^on our deserts. 
To think of our own obediences may be positively noxious 
if it betrays us to the delusion that we can thereby com- 
mend ourselves to God, that He is flexible by our sacri- 
fice, or beholden to us for service beyond what is needful. 
The presence of a self-conscious or computing temper is 
incongruous with a relation of trust in which self is 
utterly abaudoned and boundless gratitude fills the soul. 

In official Catholicism, then, the Reformers were con- 
fronted with a system of ideas concerning the method by 
which we are put and kept right with God, that rested on 
and revolved round the assumption of merit. The fore- 
ground was occupied by the belief that man was free to 
acquire merits by the aid of infused grace, and that God, 
in His distributive justice, fixes His acceptance or rejec- 
tion of men in accordance with the scale of their spiritual 
attainment. Men are gradually put right with God.^ 

Aa tMs general view haa occasionally been questioned, even by 
Protestant scholarship, I am glad to support it by these sentences from 
a letter written me by the late Professor Karl Holl, of Berlin, whose 
recent death is one of the heaviest losses theology has had to suHtain. 
"Justification, for the Schoolmen,” he says, "is really both an event 
and a process. It is the first in its character as the inluslon of super- 
natural grace at baptism. But this infusion of gratia habiiualis is not 
the final thing j there follows the task of employing this * supernatural ’ 
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When, th.6 Reformers preached to men their revived gospel 
of forgiveness for Christ’s sake, they did so in view of this 
established theory of salvation. 


(3) We have seen that ability to win merit derives, on 
the usual Catholic view, from infused supernatural grace ; 
and in order to understand why the Reformers shrank from 
long-received opinions on the question how a sinner be- 
comes pleasing to God, we must scrutinize more closely 
the prevailing thought of ‘ ‘ grace ” . As early as TertuUian, 
we find current and even predominating a view of grace 
in action which takes it to be the inspiration of a Divine 
quasi-physical energy or force, changing men substanti- 
ally ; and this is a strain of thought which is developed 
but not fundamentally altered in later times. Augustine 
has better conceptions ; but even he is prevented by an 
uneradicated vein of Neo-platonio mysticism from linking 
salvation vitally to the historic Christ, so that the religious 
dynamic (grace as infused love) consists more in a secret, 
wonderful and inefiable Divine energy, operating on the 
soul-substance, than in the personal influence of God, an 
influence whose quality is seen in Jesus Christ. To have 
imparted grace is to be impregnated, as it were, with the 
Divine essence. Naturally, of such grace sacraments are 
in sensu eminenfi the appropriate vehicle. For Aquinas 
created grace ”, by which men are justified, is a 



power for the performance of supernaturally good works, for the acqTiisi- 
tion of merita. Only when these are present in sufficient measure is 
real imtitia there — the iustilia which later is acknowledged at the Last 
Judgment. As such, however, as ever-increasing iustitia, justification 
is a process ; hence the Schoolmen, as also the Tridentine Decrees, 
■apeak of a magis iustificari. It was precisely this aspect of Catholic 
justification, in which it is conceived as a process, that formed one of 
the grounds that forced Luther out of the Catholic Church. The 
Catholic scarcely knows on what terms he stands with God ; Luther 
feels that he mmt know.*’ 
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supernatural “habit ’’ or habitual tendency infused into 
the soul’s essence, and constituting the new nature. After 
the soul has regained through grace the capability of self- 
movement, it can acquire merit. He fails to bring out 
any clear connexion between grace and Christ except this, 
that He alone merits for us its initicvl impartation. It is 
a Bivine force impinging on the soul, the psychological 
mediation of which is far to seek. 

Luther, breaking once for all •with the idea of grace as 
a communicated quality of the soul, or Divinely induced 
“ habit ”, identified it rather with the personal mercy of 
God which we encounter in Christ, or in those whom 
Christ has changed, and which comes home to us primarily 
and essentially as forgiveness. To have faith is to have 
grace ; wer glauht, (hr hat. In the gospel God Himself 
deals with us and gives Himself in Christ to be our o-vm. 

This means that we must form our idea of grace from 
the felt redeeming influence of Christ, the embodied love 
of God. So far from being a mere supernatui’al force 
emitted by Deity and acting upon us in ways which 
disregard the fact of moral personality — a more or less 
physical energy, stored within the Church, and applied to 
the so'ui-essence in its unconscious dei^ths — ^it is the 
Father’s saving will, reaching us through means which 
appeal to a rational and spiritual nature. Taught by the 
impression of Jesus, we see it to be no coercive force, for 
which the will is only a medium of transmission, and 
which can never fulfil itseK in our voHtion, but the free 
active love of God to shmers. Eeligion begins when we 
meet with a Power or Reality which subdues us by its 
spiritual content, not destroying freedom, but creating it 
and raising it to its highest power. As I have sought to 
express it elsewhere : “ Grace, as seen in Christ, does not 
cause faith by any vis a tergo ; It evokes faith by means 
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of the felt significance of the Redeemer, working upon ns 
through ethically qualified motives. All ideas of law or 
reward droj) away. The needed moral dynamic, rich in 
all true and triumphant morality, flows from the trans- 
formingoapprehension of the fatherly grace held forth to 
us in Christ 

Thus to the Reformers grace, which is God’s love 
flow-ing down to the unworthy, excludes all merit and 
displaces the order of precisely adjusted rew'-ards hy an 
order in which forgiving mercy reigns. The anxious 
efforts by which men seek to deserve and prepare them- 
selves for it are swept aw-^ay by the great persuasion that 
God gives what we cannot claim. Grace, in Melanchthon’s 
classic phrase, is not medicine but good-will. Through it 
we have that firm assurance (sprung from the believing 
apprehension of Christ’s reconciling death) of the pardon 
of sinners, of those who still are sinful though pardoned, 
which gives and is a new attitude of soul, enabling us to 
obey Joyously. 


It is to Luther ^ that rve owe the recovery for the 
modern world of this gospel of the 'New Testament. 
Neither friend nor foe requires to be told that for him the 
kernel and test of all Christian preaching lay in justifica- 
tion by faith. In his agony he had learned this from St 
Paul, and so become a new man. In the Schmalcald 
Articles he declares that “ we cannot in any wise depart 
from this article, or yield it up, though heaven and earth 

^ Cf. article, “ Grace,” in Hastings’ Encyclopasdia of Religion and 
Ethics, vol. vi, pp. 364-367, from wliieh one or two phrases in this 
section are drawn. 

* See among quite recent literature Holl, Qesammelte Aufsdize, 
vol i, ‘ Luther ’ ; Loofs in Studien und Kritikm for 1917 and 1922 ; 
Kattenbusch’s .article, “ Protestantisraus,” in Hauck’s Real~Ency-> 
chpddie ; Maeldnnon, Luther and the Beformationf vol. i. But the 
(Subject has a library to itself. 
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and all perishable things should fall ; on this article 
stands firm and fast all that in teaciilng or in life we have 
against pope, devil and world ”. At times he made no 
difficulty about nBing Instification ” In the traditional 
sense— as old as Augustine— according to which to justify 
signifies to transform a sinful man into a man Just or 
righteous. But the one point, and it was crucial, at 
which he parted irreconcilably with the Roman Church 
lay in the conviction that justification takes place through 
faith, and through faith alone, not through works or 
merits in any sense. His passionate message amounted 
to this, that faith apprehends the grace proSered to 
sinners in Christ and grasps firmly the assurance there 
contained that our sins are forgiven, while co ipso and 
simultaneously this same faith becomes the gateway by 
which the Spirit of God finds entrance into the heart, to 
change and renew it. Faith lays hold of pardon, the same 
faith regenerates ; not, however, a faith groping vaguely 
in the inane, but one directed to the Hmitlesa Divine 
mercy unveiled and realised in Christ. 

Justification is exclusively God's work ; man cannot 
contribute to it but only put hindrances in the way. Not 
at the beginning of the Christian life merely but during 
its whole course, grace is the absolutely free and sovereign 
will of God. As he puts it, the glory of God appears in 
aU its splendour when sinners are received in grace, for it 
is God’s glory to load us with benefits ’ ’ . Such, transcendent 
kindness on God’s part is wholly unintelligible to the mind 
that beholds in Him nothing but a passionless or forbid- 
ding holiness ; it is Christ alone who enables us to believe 
in it. In this forgiving grace God treats man as if already 
he were just He will not impute to him the sin which he 
has but imputes to him a righteousness which in himself 
he does not have. The Christian remains a sinner to the 
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end; in spite of all, God in compassion takes Ms sin 
away and for Christ’s sake and in Christ grants him 
fellowsMp with Himself. Law can furnish no true notion 
of God’s relation to men. The natural mind is haunted 
by the idea that a legal principle exists to which the 
Eternal has to conform in His treatment of the sinful* 
and by which man in his turn is able to compute the 
degree of Divine favour or disfavour that rests upon him. 
But law in this sense is abolished by the reign of grace. 
These revolutionizing thoughts came in upon Luther 
with ever greater force as he contemplated the sacrament 
j of penance. There the one great question at issue is : 

I How can I be made free in God’s sight from the guilt of 

I my sin ? and it is a noble trait in the Catholic Church of 

; the West that from century to century she imprinted 

f this question on the human conscience. But her answer 

\ to it inevitably shut the believer up to suspense and 

! uncertainty.' Only at one point did the Church offer h im 

full and unconditioned forgiveness, viz. in baptism. 
Later, forgiveness is still offered, but only under condi- 
; tions that must sustain the mood of uncertainty, and 

; may deepen it. Now the sin must be repented of, con- 

; fessed to a priest, and made amends for by penances. 
When in his monastery Luther turned with agonizing 
eagerness to eoclesiastioai means of absolution, both the 
severe conditions under which absolution was promised 
and the easy fashion in which the Church, exerting its 
supreme power through a priest, could alter and mitigate 
these conditions, left him a prey to doubt and discourage- 
ment. His conscience forbade the softening of the 
absolutely stringent demands of God (for he took the 
Divine law more seriously than any Churchman before 
his time), and warned him against resting upon the 
consolatory assurances of a priest. Yet to him it was a 




matter of life and death to know how' ho stood with God. 
In demanding that he should know, he had already 
broken with, the Catholic system, for lie had asked for 
something wiiich the. medkeval Ohureh refused to grant. 
He found no peace till he had learned from St Paul that 
God attaches no ‘'conditions'* such as penance to His 
forgiveness, but grants pardon without merit to the 
simjjle faith that casts itself upon His w'ord. " The faith 
which is the gift of God makes the believer see in the 
Christ who is there before him. a revelation of God's 
Fatherly love which gives him the sense of pardon, and 
at the same time excites in him the desire to do all manner 
of loving service. He is like the forgiven child who is 
met ■with tenderness when punfelraient •w'as expected, and 
in glad wonder resolves never to be naughty again — so 
natural and simple is the Reformation thought "d It is 
a view which by its 'h'.aiicssness seemed to invite the 
charge of antinomianism, just as St PauFs gospel did, or 
our Lord Himself amid the publicans and sinners. 

One fact upon which Luther perpetually insists is that 
the Justification or forgiveness so received ia a continuous 
or permanent one. It is no longer intermittent, having 
to be done over and over again like priestly absolution. 
It comes through faith in a Christ ever available ; hence 
the believer can be steadily sure of the Father's grace. 
Indeed, we cannot be too sure of it ; the presumption is 
in him who doubts. Of course it is only in theory that 
Justification by faith is easy to believe in ; the Christian's 
abiding consciousness of guilt makes it difficult enough 
in practice. None the less Luther always considered it a 
Christian duty to be assured of the truth that God will 
not oast us out. When God forgives a man, He says to 
him “Thou art Mine " ; and He says it constantly, as 
1 Lindsay, History of the Reformation, vol. i, p. 461. 
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often as we need and ask for it in trust. In an exquisite 
passage ke writes : “ Just as the sun shines and en- 

lightens none the less brightly when I close my eyes, so 
this throne of grace, this forgiveness of sins, is always 
there, even though I fall. Just as I see the sun again 
when I open my eyes, so I have forgiveness and the sense 
of it once more when I look up and return to Christ. We 
are not to measure forgiveness as narrowly as fools 
dream 

There are features of this great conception which 
deserve special emphasis. Luther expressed his new 
insight by saying (with St Paul) that the believer is for 
Christ’s sake regarded by God as righteous : justi reput- 
awmr. In virtue of his faith God views and deals with 
him as righteous ; and this, not his being made righteous 
by moral renovation, not the process by which he is 
gradually turned into a righteous man and thoroughly 
and substantially changed, was always for Luther the 
basal thing in justification. But this does not at all mean 
that the justified man is not ipso facto made righteous ; 
on the contrary. He certainly is not made righteous by 
any grace that acts magically on the soul’s substance ; 
but none the less justification, in the Lutheran sense, is 
efiective as well as declaratory. Proof of this is supplied 
by the fact that Luther frequently uses the phrases 
“being justified” and “being regenerated” as equiva- 
lent ; and he undoubtedly means by “ being regenerated” 
that fundamental change whereby the natural man, w'ho 
is incapable of good, is put in a condition in which he can 
do good spontaneously. Por the presence of faith is the 
presence of a new heart. What hinders the natural man 
from doing good acts is that his relations to God are 
wrong, so that he cannot fear and love Him ; faith, from 
the first moment of its existence, is the incipient 
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manifestation of realgoodness,towards God and man alike. 
Trae, it is an ineipient manifestation only, not a full or 
completed aceomplisliment ; hence w© mnst never forget 
the cardinal distinction between God% x)^^^^ ns right 
with Himself in forgiveness (which He does once for all, 
though He repeats the assnrane© of it as often as we sin 
and ask pardon) and the progressive renewal which is 
never finished in this life. All this progressiveness and 
incompleteness, however, leaves quite unaltered the fact 
that in pardon we receive from God an initial assurance 
of His grace to personally, which goes deei)er than all 
our sin. “The righteous naan ”, said Luther, “is not 
made so hy actmg righteously, hut being made righteous 
he acts righteously and welll and, before he acts justly 
and well, is and remains a person righteous, holy, and 
pious solely by faith in Christ 
A second matter of importanc that faith for 

Luther is not correctly to be described as but a condition 
of being justified or accotmted right with God; for a 
condition might be separated in time from that which it 
conditions. Faith itself fe righteousness. From the 
Divine point of view, for God to give faith and to justify 
are one thing. The gift of faith, moreover, is identical 
with the gift qf the Sphit, for faith Spirit’s work 
and cannot be dissociated from His presence. The Spirit 
is God’s giving effectively ; faith is what He gives. 
Luther’s view as a whole may be summarized in the 
conviction that faith, as heartfelt trust in Christ who is 
God personally present to save, is the fruitful secret and 
germ of all that can rightly be called Christian religion. 
“Wo daily sin much and deserve nothing but punish- 
ment ”, he says ; our one hope, which suffices, is the 
; loving promise made ours in Christ. Faith mediates 
everything, both forgiveness and personal goodness, 
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because through it we are in living touch with God Himself. 
It is by faith we possess a pardoning God ; it is by faith, 
the same faith, that we daily overcome sin. 

Again, faith is for Luther naturally and inevitably 
productive of good works. Since it renews the heart, we 
say far too little when we talk of obedience following 
from it, as if by an interval ; obedience is aa vitally and 
indissolubly united to faith as breathing to life, or body 
to soul. How could it be otherwise when faith is the 
realization of God’s boundless love to us in Christ Jesus 1 
This is a point at which later Protestantism fell into 
confused psychology as a result of a mechanically forensic 
idea of justification, so that the Westminster Confession 
e.g. at the crucial point can say no more than that “ faith 
is not alone in the person justified, but is ever accompanied 
with all saving graces ”. But to put good works alongside 
of faith, -and assert merely that they go together, is gravely 
inadequate ; faith must be so exhibited that we see it 
welling up of itself in obedient character. Luther did not 
work out the subject into a full or systematic exposition, 
but his intuitions went to the heart of things. In his 
Preface to Romans he breaks out : “ 0 it is a living, 
busy, active, mighty thing, this faith. It is impossible 
for it not to do good perpetually. It never asks whether 
good works are to be done, but before the question can 
be put it has done them, and is always doing them. , . . 
Hence without constraint the man is joyously willing to 
do good to everyone, to serve everyone, to suffer aU 
things, for the love and praise of God who has shown 
him such grace. So that it is impossible to separate work 
from faith, yes, just as impossible as to separate heat and 
light from fire 


In the foregoing pages we have made Luther the chief 
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spokesDmn of the Reformation faith, not only because he 
alone nattered it with, the iiwing tongue of religions genius, 
but because he first gave it to the world in a form that 
changed the religion of half Eiarope. But though the 
greatest of the early Reformers, he did not stand by 
himself. There was a common Reformation gospel which 
produced revival in country after country. It may there- 
fore be useful to state in summarizing fashion three 
cardinal points in the new conception of Justification, 
which mark it ofi clearly from the leading and character- 
istic ideas of medifcvai theology. ^ What Luther, Calvin 
and Zwingli did, as guides of the new movement, was to 
set forth in Scriptural and experimental terms, as well as 
weave into creeds, a simple evangelical faith ; a faith 
which, though often obscured by theologians, had never 
died out of the Church. 

(1) Justification at bottom is deliverance from guilt; 
it is forgiveness. Doubtless forgiveness may have a 
negative sound, but what it denotes is positive in the 
most absolute sense. God forgives no man except as He 
takes him into the relation of a. reconciled son ; and He 
takes him altogether into this relation, for God does 
nothing by halves. This entirely new fact means for the 
pardoned an ethically changed attitude to his neighbour, 
to his own nature, to the world ; not only, that is to say, 
is guilt removed but by simultaneous implication the 
power of sin is broken. Forgiveness regenerates ; Justifi- 
cation is at the same time renewal. In fixing upon this 
great experience and calling it justification, the Reformers 
were bent on signalising the truth that God’s liberating 
mercy comes to those who have no claim npon it, and who 
would not dare to make their assurance of its reality 
hang upon its ethical reactions or consequences in their 
^ See Haering, The Christian Faith, p, 809 ff. 
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own character. It is primarily in this experimental side 
of the matter that the Reformers were interested. 

(2) Justification confronts us as objective, for it is the 
act or pronouncement of God ; but this is not to say that 
it happens far away in an abstract heavenly tribimai. 
If it is an act of God, it is also an experience of man. It 
registers itseM in such things as our assurance of God’s 
love, peace of conscience, joy in the Holy Spirit. These 
are no mere fruits of justification, detached in time from 
the reality itself ; they are the actual experience of being 
justified. As it may be put, they are the side of justifica- 
tion that is turned towards us, or the form in which the 
Divine forgiveness reports and registers itself in our 
consciousness. 

(3) Justification, far from being a passing act of God, 
ushers the sinner into a new, permanent relation to the 
Father. The Reformers felt an aversion to statements of 
the truth that corresponded only to one type of experience. 
Now there are those to whom conversion comes abruptly, 
others in whom the Divine life unfolds by imperceptible 
degrees ; and what men like Luther desired was to bring 
out the ground of assurance for all, without distinction. 
No matter what the past history of the anxious, they must 
be furnished with trustworthy means of knowing how 
they stood with God, To the question about assurance 
the Romanist had his own answer T asstonce, of a M 

is given him in the voice of the Church speaking through 
the absolving priest. And the worst evil here is not that 
the priest becomes an indispensable intermediary between 
the soul and God, or even that absolution is made depen- 
dent on the performance of various satisfactions. It k 
rather the doctrine implicit in the system as a whole that 
with every new mortal sin the Christian forfeits his stand- 
ing with the Father, that with each faU into intentional 
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transgression he ceases to ho God’s accepted child and 
must work his way^back into grace by way of penance. 
This obviously encourages and maintains a mood of 
precarious uncertainty ; for, since he is constantly falling 
into sin, and may lack immediate facilities for priestly 
counsel and absolution, he may spend the greater part 
of his religious life in a condition of suspense. Hence the 
saying popular in some parts of Germany, that Romanists 
become Lutherans when they are dying ; they come to 
God then, not as One who calculates nicely the less or 
more of a sinner’s merit but as One who receives him, if 
only he be willing, in simple grace. 

It is notorious that in later Protestant theology, justifi- 
cation was more and more interpreted as consisting in a 
nakedly juristic imputation of Christ’s merits. Forgive- 
ness became an external acquittal at the bar of heaven 
{in foro cedi) and thereby lost living touch with ex- 
perience ; if it was merely God’s judicial decision outside 
a man, it could not change him inwardly, A second 
Divine act must occur, viz, the gift of the Holy Spirit, if 
the justified were to be made good. The fact was almost 
completely overlooked that forgiveness is the Father’s 
taking us into a new relation of fello-wship with Himself, 
and that the ethical eflects of this change arc of a wonder- 
ful and creative Mud. In protest against barely forensic 
notions, a tendency arose to turn the moral quality and 
effects of justifying faith into the ground of pardon. But 
in view of the imperfections and vacillations of our moral 
hfe, this could have no resuB; but to undermine the 
inward certainty of God’s love. On these things, how- 
ever, we need not dwell. Men alike in the Roman and 
the Protestant Church are often better and even wiser 
than their creed; and the legalities of po'st-Reforma- 
tion orthodoxy did not wholly succeed in obscuring the 
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supreme fact tiiat the foundation of new life with God 
and man lies in the objective Divine wdil to save which 
anticipates all our need — ^that unreckoning love which 
meets us in Christ, in whose life and death the Father 
gives Himself pardoningly, despite their sin, to the sinful 
and the lost. 



CHAPTER VII 


THE DIVINE REACTION AGAINST SIN 

I N treating of sin and its forgiveness we have need 
constantly to remind ourselves that we a.re engaged 
in the discussion of a religious problem, not one that is 
simply moral. To raise the question of pardon is itself to 
enter a sphere, in which religious experience insists on 
being recognised as having a quality and implication of 
its own. Stoicism, to take one example, is chiefly a high 
type of philosophical ethics ; hence the Stoic is not 
particularly troubled by our problem. But wliere specific 
religion has lived and moved, the reality of Divine pardon 
has become a matter of life and death. 

Otto’s remarkable book, The Idea ofihe Holy, whatever 
its exaggerations of emphasis, brings this out in an 
original and arresting way, \vith varied illustration from 
the wide field of the history of religions. He points out 
that in religion God has always been felt to have the 
first and last word. Awe is a cardinal element in the 
pious mood. The devotee bows before the object of 
worship with a sense of creaturely self-abandonment. 
God is felt to be a Reality not so much unknowable as 
unfathomable, the alone sublime and great ; it is not so 
much that men have religion as that religion has and 
claims them. In Otto’s vocabulary, the Divine or 
numinous is directly apprehended as possessing two 
mdissoeiahle -aspects; it is at once formidable and 
lovable; it fitted to evoke both reverent fear and 
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trustful surrender. Tlie believer, conscious of sin, is 
aware of the two voices “ Depart from Me ’’ and “ Come 
unto Me A sense of obligation to Deity is never absent. 
Hence the feeling of guilt and spiritual uncleanness, so 
far from being incidental, is a constitutive element in 
every great religious worship known to history. Con- 
science is awake and active to tell men something of the 
truth about themselves. Thus while religion is not 
morality, and every attempt to reduce it to purely moral 
terms must fail, it is never apart from morality, and the 
higher a faith is the more completely do these two sides 
of experience merge in each other. 

However far back we trace the religious tradition, this 
sense of obligation to Deity is found to have beside it a 
penitent or foreboding awareness that the obligation has 
been imperfectly fulfilled. None has been able to render 
the whole debt of worship or service ; and this conscious- 
ness of defect commonly induces, more or less intensely, 
“ a certain fearful looking for of judgment Sin is 
beheved to entail punishment, and the sole agency 
by which punishment can be averted is the mercy 
of heaven. Wherever men have appealed to have tres- 
pass overlooked, guilt covered, fear removed, it is to 
Divine compassion and forbearance that the appeal has 
been made. 

In the field of moral religion, where Christianity 
predominates, the absolute distinction of right and 
wrong takes on a Divine and ultimate significance. The 
distinction, it is felt, is one not so much established or 
acknowledged by God as rather involved by necessity in 
His being what He is ; at each point the Divine action 
is determined by inviolable moral principles. God, for 
the Christian mind, is more than the moral law alive, 
but we cannot conceive of Him at all except as subsisting 
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in a moral nniverse and acting under moral conditions. 
\^Tion H© forgives sin, accordingly, the thing is not done 
by leaving moral realities behind. He would not be more 
Hivme if He dealt with sin as a trifle, merely letting the 
sinner o3 ; He would cease to be Hod. The conscionsness 
of being forgiven is nnmeaning apart from the assumption 
that in the forgiven life there existed something at war 
with the Divine nature which could not be ignored. The 
holiness of God must react against it with a gravity- 
echoed, not always faintly, by the man’s own conscience. 
In the moment when the scales fall from our eyes and, 
seeing Him, we hno-w what we are, the hostility of sin, 
OUT sin, to His perfectly righteous love becomes over- 
whelmingly manifest, and in part the meaning of that 
word comes home to us ; “ It is a fearful thing to faU 
into the hands of the living God”. At such a time, 
nothing but the reassurance of the Gospel can sustain us. 

The inconceivable evil of sin, the mfinite need for a 
higher interposition if it is ever to be removed, is indicated 
by tho fact that no one has ever gained the semse of 
pardon by thinking hard about it. The great religious 
biographies contain no record of men who argued them- 
selves out of the consciousness of guilt. Sin is so unworthy 
that logic can see no way out. The problem it exhibits 
cannot even be formulated, let alone resolved, by means 
of dialectic. Logic applied to such a situation can do no 
more than set Divine purity and human evil over against 
each other and argue that almighty righteousness must 
prevail and obliterate the life which has become identified 
-with wrong. None the less, as Christians know, the very 
thing which the sinner’s conscience, and his logic too, 
have declared to be unthinkable, does in. fact occur. 
Sinful as he is, he is pardoned. The barriers fall, and the 
man who had seen no gate of admission anywhere passes 




testimony to the magnitiide of the obstacles to its realisa- 
tion, which had like to have proved insurmountable. 
When the apostle writes, in adoring praise : “ Behold 

what manner of love the Father has bestowed upon us, 
that we should be called the children, of God ”, in the 
background of his intense thought we catch sight of sin’s 



back and draw breath in the peace of reconciliation, 
which seals the horror of the darkness in which we should 
have sunk but for the dearly paid mercy of God. Nondum 
considemsti quanti ponderis sit peccatum, said Anselm in 
his dialogue ; and the words have repeated themselves 
ever since, judging facile theories. 

If sin be of this grave character, and if God be truth 
itself, it follows that in forgiving sin God must condemn 
what He forgives. It is the very God of grace who reacts 
strongly against sin, as One with whom evil cannot dwell. 
Pardon does not consist in excusing the transgressor. It 
is the aim of love, indeed, to make excuses where it can, 
and not to impute responsibility on any wider or more 
crushing scale than truth demands. But nothing which 
can rightly be covered by excuse requires pardon of any 
kind. Beyond 
for which, 
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soif-excuipatiug apology because they are inexcusable. 
And when we thus condemn ourselves, we are reproducing, 
however dimly, the condemnation of God our Father. 
His Judgment, which too often we merely throw forward 
into the distant future and imagine at times as a problem- 
atical element in what comes after death, has moved out 
of the future into the actual present and become a search- 
ing experience. 

The intense reaction of God against moral evil is 
designated in the Bible as His wrath ; and it is well known 
that certain modern thinkers, of whom Ritsoiil is perhaps 
the most distinguished, have sought to disparage the idea 
of Divine wrath as from the ethical point of view not 
only puzzling but unworthy. To them it connotes mere 
caprice and wilful passion. But the vneiters of Scripture 
would not have allowed this for a moment. “ To them 
the ‘ Wrath ’ of God, so far from being a diminution of 
His Godhead, appears as a natural expression of it, an 
element of ‘ holiness ’ itself, and a quite indispensable 
one 

. According to Ritschl, the wrath of God is not a present 
fact ; it is only an eschatological possibility. It stands 
for His fixed purpose to destroy at last those who un- 
changeably set themselves against His saving powers ; 
but that is reserved for the future, and in strictness there 
are now no objects of the Divine anger. Those whom God 
has appointed to eternal life can never, at any stage of 
their history, he such objects. No doubt they themselves 
often declare that they feel, or have felt, the wrath of God 
resting on them ; but this is no more than an illusion 
which it is possible to account for by the forms of human 
thought being unavoidably determined by time and the 
experience of time. It may look as if God successively 
^ Otto, Idea of the Holy, p. 18. 
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were angry with the sinner, and later, on his repentance, 
at peace with Mm ; but this corresponds to no reality. 
The change is not in God but in our point of view. Such 
anger would be incongruous with God’s nature as 
love. 

It is significant that Eitschl should own that his theory 
is, at least prima facie, out oi touch with Christianieeiing. 
Of coxirse he should have been the last person in the world 
to argue on those hnes, for much of Ms energy was spent 
in turning speculative rationalism out of theology and 
replacing it by the Christian consciousness, fed by the. 
Gospel; and his contention about love and wrath is a 
plain infidelity to that principle or criterion. He appeals 
to what is really a metaphysical theory against the clear 
dicta of faith. Christians feel that both things are real in 
God, the love and the wrath. It would hardly be an 
exaggeration to say that it is only when we are not very 
indignant with our own sins that the indignation of God 
becomes either doubtful or mcredible. He is the enemy 
of cruelty, falsehood, uncieamiess ; He repudiates such 
things with a feeling absolutely pure and holy which 
registers itself unfailingly in the living conscience ; and 
every pMlosophical argument used to deny this,^ the 
ground that it implies excessive anthropomorphism, is an 
equally good argument for denying even His love. We 
have only to persist m this line of thought and we shall 
totally dissipate strong faith m the H God, whose 
relations to men are active and personal. As a minor 
point, it may be noted that if wrath in God is inconsistent 
with love now, it can never cease to be inconsistent with 
It. On Ms assumptions, therefore, Eitschl ought to have 
denied even the eschatological validity of the idea, 
for in such a region times and seasons count for 
nothing. 
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But is wrath incongruous witli love ? Plainly if their 
incongruity he axiomatic, the Christian mind will be under 
the strongest temptation to negate the reality of wrath, 
since at all costs we must cling to the love revealed in 
J esus. The modern prevalence of the notion that love and 
anger exclude each other may be subterraneously con- 
nected wdth the altered view of parental authority now 
defended in many quarters, a further symptom of the same 
temper revealing itself in the popular sympathy with the 
law-breaker to which writers on criminal statistics have 
recently called attention. But should we dream of 
describing as good or loving one whom we believe to be 
incapable of anger at wrong-doing ? Just here is found 
one of the difficulties of which earnest but not very clear- 
headed people are conscious when they are being urged to 
forgive an injury. They hesitate, because to pardon looks 
like confessing that their anger was reprehensible ; 
whereas they know, without reasoning, that in the 
circumstances anger was not only permissible but 
obligatory. Lack of indignation at wickedness is a sign, 
not of a poor nature only, but of positive imlikeness to 
J esus Christ J As it has been put : “ There are evil things 
against which our first and surest safeguard is the 
instinctive reaction of the soul in righteous resentment. 
The man in whom they evoke no quick repulsion, who is 
not moved to a sudden heat by them, is dead while he 
lives. It is not his virtue, but his vice, that he is 
superior to passion.” Unless we sophisticate ourselves, 
we all feel this. Intentional discourtesy, the calculated 
ruin of purity, an act of savagery to a child — he is not to 
be envied who can look on calmly when such things are 

^ It is B fundamental conviction of the birat modem theology that 
God must be conceived as like Jesus. But the wrath of Jesus is made- 
inoonteetabiy plain in the Synoptic Gospels. 
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done. For beings like ns, doubtless, it is bard to be angry 
and not sin, but we must not turn this frailty into a proof 
that wrath is inconsistent with Holy Love. 

Occasionally the flank of our difficulty seems to be 
turned by the phrase that God is angry not with sinners 
but with their sin. And it would be pedantry to cavil at 
such an expression when used colloquially or in poetry : 

Thou judgest us ; Thy purity 
Doth all our lusts condemn ; 

The love that draws us nearer Thee 
Is hot with wrath to them. 

None the less, the phrase when insisted on is a misleading 
catchword. There is no such thing as sin apart from a 
sinner, any more than pleasure could be real, in pure 
abstraction, irrespectively of a pleased consciousness. 
The one fact in the case is the sinful life to which God’s 
attitude invariably is personal. To be angry with a thing 
— and sin abstracted from sinner is no more — ranks as a 
moral absurdity. The man who spitefully kicks the stool 
over which he has tripped in the dark has for the moment 
become irrational. Anger, the anger of moral love, can. 
only be directed upon moral beings. If therefore it is 
permissible to speak of God’s wrath, it is with sinners — 
with ourselves when we defy love — ^that His wrath has 
to do. 

Further, if we acknowledge that in God indignant 
antagonism- to the sinner and his ways may co-exist with 
love, as its essential manifestation under certain conditions, 
there is no particular difficulty (except for theories 
which deny all change in God) in understanding 
that His anger may pass into other manifestations, such 
as forgiveness, if the conditions have been modified. 
Feeling rightly changes with the nature of its object ; 
and a penitent is different in fact, and hence for God’s 


364 


The Divine Eeaction against 

active thought, from an obstinate transgressor. A 
mechanical conception of the Divine personality must 
of course put all such statements aside as unbelievably 
fantastic ; but at all events they are true to the type of 
faith characteristic of the prophets and of Jesus. 

The reaction of God against sin is evidenced, as we have 
seen, by loving wrath ; and this wrath, it now appears, 
finds expression in punishment. The indignant mind can 
preserve its inner truth onl^’" as it becomes manifest in 
action which stamps sin as reprehensible and brings its 
evilness home to the sinner. Such comiteraction of sin, 
unveiling its true character and repelling it in righteous- 
ness, is penalty. This holds true of every sin, not merely 
of sins within a certain class. All sins are punished by 
God, and they are punished with a view to their being 
forgiven. The punishment is an essential in the very 
grace that effects reconciliation at its own cost, and when 
this is denied it can only be on the ground of an 
external or hedonistic conception of punishment as 
such. 

We are nowadays familiar with the contention that it is 
radically unworthy of God to inflict penalty, no matter 
what the guilt of the transgression. This, it is held, would 
aniount to making rewards and punishments a controlling 
principle in the Christian view of the relationship of God 
to man, with a consequent legalising of its quality both as a 
religion and an ethic. Evil automatically is its own 
nem^is. In reply, it must be pointed out that Christian 
opinion is now fairly unanimous in conceiving this life not, 
in older language, as a probationary experience but as a 
scene of education. The world, in Eeats’ phrase, is ‘‘a vale 
of soul-making ”, But the educational value of punish- 
ment may be, and actually is, enormous. Plenty of 



to be punislied physically ; there can, he few serious 
teachers who believe they ought not to he punished at all. 
“What parent or schoolmaster,” Eashdall has argued, 
“ would say to a child, ‘ My good child, enlightened 
Philosophers are agreed that conduct motived by fear 
of punishment and hope of reward is worthless : therefore 
henceforth I shall leave you to be guided by your own 
innate sense of right and wrong. I will not corrupt the 
purity of your will by threats or promises. ¥our virtues 
shall be their own reward : your misdeeds shall never 
interfere with your pleasures or cause the withdrawal of 
my favour ’i What child would flourish morally under 
such treatment as this ? And yet ”, he continues, “ it 
would be a very cynical view of human nature to suppose 
that the .average schoolboy is actuated by no motive 
higher than selfish hope or fear. He has higher motives, 
but he requires to be aided in his efforts at self-conquest 
by lower ones. And after aU most of us are a great deal 
more like children than it is fashionable among Philos- 
ophers to suppose— at least in our moments of weakness 
and strong temptation Punishment, in short, is a part 
of kindness m dealing with immature or undisciplined 
characters (which we all of us are), and it is diffioult to 
imagine a religious man quietly contemplating his own 
past without the refleotion that the fatherly chastisements 
of God had frequently gone to school him in adhesion to 
righteousness for its own sake. The whole conception of 
divinely inflicted punishment, it is true, has been scouted 
in the name of Jesus’ teaching that from suflering we must 
not infer the sufferer’s sin as its necessary pre-condition. 
But the same Jesus who said : “ Neither hath this man 
siimed nor his parents, that he is born blind ”, said also 

* Theory of Good and Evil, vol. ii, p, 261 f. 
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Sin no more, lest a worse thing come upon thee To 
impute vindictive fury to God is pagan ; to believe 
that His love corrects our faults by pain is part of 
Christianity. 

The objection just considered, however, is in its own 
way a disclaimer of the notion that punishment can be 
based on utility. If penalty were merely the repulsion of 
an assault upon a useful moral system, a counter-attack 
upon the attempted violation of beneficent convention, 
but one which left the evil will untouched, no result could 
follow but a heightening of the moral loss^ Nothing in the 
moral world can be useful in the long run which is not in 
itself right and good. A similar line of reflection goes to 
show that the purely reformatory view of punishment 
leaves the essence of the matter unexplained. It ignores 
the crucial fact that penalties simply demoralise and 
infuriate the victim when they are seen to be unjust ; and 
thinkers who deny the retributive character of punish- 
ment never seem to ask themselves why this should 
be so. They overlook the fact, which is surely obvious 
once it has been pointed out, that if the sinner’s 
punishment is to do him any good, it must be felt 
to be his sin coming home to its author — the moral 
reaction of tilings which he has no option but to 
recognise as his due. 

Older writers were accustomed to divide the punish- 
ments of God into the two types or classes of natural and 
positive ; and this Glassification still counts for much in 
popular thinking. Natural penalties were defined as those 
which flow from sin by natural causation — disease, for 
example, due to habitual profligacy, or loss of reputa- 
tion owing to a known act of fraud. Positive penalties, on 
the other hand, were such as by their - striking and 
abnormal character led the sufferer or the observer to 
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trace them to the direct action of God. The distinction, 
however, is unreal. All chastisements of sin are positive 
in the sense that God wills them ; and the fact that their 
incidence has been mediated by natural causes does not 
alter this in the least. The system of causation is itself a 
Divine appointment. It is an order, as has been said, 
“ which, while it is the completest example of law, is 
never, in any part or at any moment, separated from the 
living will of God ”. Men are often tempted to dis- 
sociate the penalties of sin from Divine volition because in 
ordinary circumstances they seem to arrive with auto- 
matic regularity. We miss God’s voice because, in certain 
spheres, He speaks with a uniformity that makes no 
distinctions. But tliis does not mean that He is ever 
indifferent to evil, or inactive with regard to it ; it means 
that His opposition to evil is so intense that He has 
actually formed the world on such lines that it infallibly 
reacts against the wrong-doer. 

But we stop short on the fringe of experience if we 
consider merely those penalties which affect our natural 
or outward situation. The final truth lies deeper. Sin 
registers its proper punishment in our own soul, in our 
social relationships, supremely in our relationship with 
God. To begin with the first of these, there is at the 
outset a self -stultification of the evil will. In sinning we 
aim at objects that promise happiness, yet by the path 
of sin can never reach it ; indeed, after each fresh 
effort, we are further from the goal than ever. Sin, in 
MoTaggart’s phrase, is like drinking sea-water to 
quench thirst. Again, there is punishment in the 
accumulating strength of wrong desire. Each bad 
choice graves deeper the path of tendency; each fall 
imposes an added weakness with which we face the next 
temptation. Once more, there is punishment in the loss 
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of self-respect. After sin, we are under the necessity of 
despising ourselves ; and not least among the reprisals 
of a moral universe is the wound left in memory and in 
the estimate we form, in hours of clear self-knowledge, of 
our own being. It is significant that in the Parable of the 
Prodigal Son, when He is pictriring unreserved forgiveness 
and acceptance, Jesus touches for a moment on the point 
that the wanderer’s self-respect is restored. “ But the 
father said to his servants, Bring forth the best robe, and 
put it on him”. 

Yet the sorest punishment of sin lies in the sinner’s 
isolation alike from God and man. To sin and to break up 
fellowship are one thing. Whether it be pride or lust, sin 
essentially involves the shutting up of our life within the 
limits of our own ego. We banish ourselves from the 
presence of the Father and of our fellows. All is con- 
tracted into the narrow sphere of self, even the natural 
and needful self-affirmation of the individual being 
perverted into an absolute standard of value. And just 
because this self -worship is constitutive of all sin, it 
follows that, in proportion as he comes under its power, 
the sinner loses the capacity to transcend self and share the 
life of others. All consequences of sin are minor in com- 
parison -with this ; those affecting the body scarcely count 
when put beside the penalty of alienation from God and 
neighbour. 

This loss of a living connexion with God is par excellence 
the punishment of sin, the standard of reference by which 
all other penalties are measurable and which imxDarts to 
them their sting. For Christian faith recognises eternal 
life in God and His kingdom as the highest good and 
ultimately the only true good. Conversely, the greatest 
evil, ultimately the only real evil, is eternal death, i.e. 
definitive separation from the living God. Of this, as of 
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eternal life, there may be foretastes or preliminary stages 
in our present existence ; neither is reserved exclusively 
for the destiny that supervenes beyond the grave.. In its 
temporal form it is known as “ spiritual death,” the 
absence of all that makes existence worth having, and 
consisting in exclusion from fellowship with God ; an 
exclusion which reveals itself in inward dispeace and bitter 
seh-dissatisf action. It is no “objection to this view that 
there may be hardened or frivolous minds, lost to self- 
discipline, who are unconscious of any Judgment of God 
within themselves. That such men may exist is undeni- 
able. But the Christian certainty of Divine reaction 
against sin as an inevitable expression of the very nature 
of God is only confirmed by such a fact. Their insensi- 
bility is the last sad proof that souls may fall into utter 
isolation from the living God. This paralysis of the 
personal self is the death which separation from Him 
means. 

That the forfeiture of communion with God is the 
punishment of sin which includes and interprets all others, 
that we cannot think this state without using the terrible 
word “ death ”, is proved by a simple fact. When a man 
faces God in Christ, apprehending the love manifest in 
the cross, he is willing to say : Give me fellowship with 
Thee and with my brother at my side, and other chastise- 
ments I can endure. 

The foregoing argument forbids us, it is clear, to turn 
the grace and (in a true sense) unconditional freeness of 
Divine pardon into an argument for the comparative 
unimportance of sin. This has occasionally been done. 
It is sometimes contended that the fact that God deems 
it possible to-forgive sin at all nullifies, in the last resort, 
its real gravity. The reality of pardon is thus utilised to 
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dissolve and abrogate the reality of sin itself. If this were 
sound, it would mean that to proclaim the forgiveness of 
sins is to do something which at bottom is unmeaning or 
self-contradictory, since what be forgiven needs in 
fact no forgiveness. Sin, on these terms, is a purely 
relative thing, and when God is said to forgive it what is 
really meant is that He can and does regard it as an 
intelligibie stage on the way to perfection^ the unavoid- 
able manifestation of human finitude and error. And we 
do not require to he pardoned for defects which are the 
natural, indeed the appointed elements of finite imperfec- 
tion. 

Clearly then the ideas of forgiveness and sin vary 
together ; if we grant the validity of the conception of 
Divine pardon, we must own that the pardon was 
necessary and that the pardoned sin was rightly the 
object of condemnation. It is condemnable in and by 
itself ; it is not so merely in our mistaken view, still less 
is it conceivable, as in Schleiermacber’s ourious theory, 
that this mistake on our part is encouraged, not to say 
produced, by God in order to intensify our desire for 
reconciliation. If we are not to trust our penitential 
intuition that our sin deservedly lies under the Father’s 
judgment, there seems no reason whjT" we should ever 
trust om.’ minds at all. In the hour of repentance we know 
that we can only be forgiven in so far as we own our sin as 
sin and not simply misfortune, and that this self-pro- 
nounced verdict is the echo or counterpart of the verdict 
of God. To be offered pardon for an act or abstention 
which, after honest thought, we regarded as whoUy 
innocent would not pacify conscience, but mystify and 
offend it. By His Gospel of forgiveness, therefore, the 
Father implicitly declares to us not only that sin rests 
under His condemnation, but that nothing achievable by 
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the sinner can ever make it good. It is something so real 
and dark that only three modes of Divine treatment are 
possible— -to judge it, to bear it in sacrificial love, to 
forgive it freely. All these are present in the great act 
and experience of God which we call the Atonement, 


CHAPTER VIII 


THE PARDONING GOD 

R eflection on the forgiveness of sins, as we 
observe it in the Bible, passes at its highest level 
through three stages, wliieh may broadly be described 
as that of the prophets, of Jesus, and of the apostles. 
Prophets and psalmists indubitably grasped the fact of 
pardon, but in their consciousness of it we can detect an 
element which it is not unfair to call precarious. The 
index of its reality for their minds was apt to lie, at least 
partly, in outward felicity, and the man in whose experi- 
ence calamity had been replaced by well-being was eo ipso 
convinced that his transgression had been taken away. 
But a great personal misfortune shook his confidence 
again. It seemed to he clear proof that God had cast him 
off. As it has been put : “ God’s external treatment of 
men was held to reflect His true relation to them. 
Chastisements were indications of His anger. A distinc- 
tion was not yet drawn between God’s external providence 
and God’s true mind towards men This is not to 
say that a higher view did not struggle to the surface in 
the Book of Job and was not disclosed, in principle, by the 
experience of the Servant of the Lord in the second half 
of Isaiah, where suffering is pictured as being borne for 
the sins of the guilty. Yet the Old Testament as a whole 
exhibits the problem of evil as oppressive to the devout 
mind, largely because pain seemed ta prove the 

* A. B, Davidson, TMology of the Old Testament, p. 284. 
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withdrawal of God’s favour. He had forgotten or rejected 
the victims of disaster. 

It is unreasonable to charge this kind of religion with 
hedonism or superficiality- Old Testament believers were 
the least utilitarian of men. Doubtless they did wrong 
to find the mark of Divine favour in individual or national 
prosperity, but in the deepest sense were they merely 
wrong ? Jesus HimseK conceived the Kingdom as a 
universal order of things, a world-dispensation, in which 
the omnipotent love of the Father has free course, and tke 
realms of spirit and nature are one in absolute perfection. 
When we use the word “ heaven ”, we are thinking of the 
same thing. We are thinking of a “ changeless prime of 
body and of soul ”, a perfect society in a perfect environ- 
ment, with God over all. And when Old Testament 
believers felt in the hour of agony that suffering had 
cast a shadow over pardon and ^acceptance, when with 
struggling faith they claimed that grace must express 
itself in bliss, they were but antedating that ideal. 

Somehow this problem of theodicy has ceased to torment 
the apostolic writers ; the Kew Testament contains 
nothing like the Book of J ob. For reason the problem is 
still insoluble, but it has been solved for faith. In Christ 
they have gained a view of God which is conclusive ; 
suffering no longer disturbs their certainty of pardon. 
This can only mean that the fact round which thought 
concerning forgiveness must revolve, and on which it 
must rest, is the known character of God. When men 
rejoice over pardon with joy unspeakable and full of glory, 
it is because of what they have found God to be. And, on 
the other hand, the experience of being pardoned brings 
into singular relief some great aspects of God’s nature 
and ways. One or two of these must be examined now. 

It is worth noting that certain questions which may be 



1T4;' ' The Pardoning God' 

raised about God’s nature, as revealed by or involved 
in forgiveness, can only be answered experimentally. 
We can make notbing of tbem by tke method of a priori 
analysis of what we think be the I)ivine plan/ 
question whether a necessity existed that God should 
forgive is not one to which any answer can be given, and 
the same is true of the ■question which seholastio minds 
have canvassed, whether He could have conveyed for- 
giveness to men in any other way than that in which 
He has actually conveyed it. But, with our eyes upon 
Christ, we can reply to the inquiry why He has chosen to 
forgive and has carried out the work of redemption to 
which we owe all onr hopes : it was because of His free, 
unbought grace, out of a mercy that passes all under- 
standing, and for which no reason can be given which 
lies outside itseK. The point of departure for Christian 
thought in this region ys the great and absorbing fact 
that forgiveness has been made ours in Christ ; we start 
from the reality as given, and only seek to know its 
implications. If the reality of a fact be perceived by 
direct acquaintance, that is something which can never 
again be rendered dubious by any problems that may be 
raised about its possibility or necessity ; even for the 
metaphysician the category “real ” is more fundamental, 
more logically satisfying, than either “ possible ” or 
“ necessary ”, for they are based on it, not it on them. 
This holds good also for the declared pardon of God 
in Jesus. Why God should have taken away men’s sins 
in Christ will .never be more than partially intelligible 
to the sinful ; the incomplete success of theories of Atone- 
ment prove how impossible it is to find a logical or juri- 
dical solution of the mystery ; but while the 'world stands> 
grateful hearts, taught by Jesus, will give thanks that the 
Holy One can and does receive sinners. And the character 
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of Him who is tims receiving them leaves most definite 
impressions of itself npoa the mind of the received. 

(1) To begin with, the forgiven man is acutely conscious 
of the personality of God. This at least is true of the 
Biblical type of believer, and in proof we might quote one- 
half of the Psalter. Unless God be a personal spirit, who 
hears and understands and answers prayer, the man who 
comes craving for reconciliation would of necessity be 
as amazed and disconcerted as if, to use Newman’s famous 
illustration, he were to look into a mirror and not see his 
own face. 

This is a point which, if it has any importance at all, is 
quite obviously of crucial importance. In the strict 
sense of the term it is fundamental ; that is, we have no 
alternative but to lay it down as the foundation of all 
significant or profitable thought upon the subject. If I 
am engaged in a discussion of the possibility of forgive- 
ness, or its meaning, with one who denies that God is 
personal in the sense that He can have personal relations 
with men, 1 can tell from the start that our arguments and 
coimter-arguments can never meet. They move in 
different planes ; they have no common and decisive 
major premise ; and unless we both are out for purely 
logical exercise, the debate might just as well be called 
off. Argument about constitutional government with 
an avowed anarchist, to whom all government is anathema, 
could not be more vain than reasoning about forgiveness 
with one to whom God is other than a selE-oonscious 
spirit. V 

Is not this one reason why books of philosophy so 
seldom prepare the mind for insight into an idea like the 
pardon of sihs 1 We search vainly in works of meta- 
physics or even of moral philosophy for any serious 
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approach to those issues of life and death which oMe% con- 
cern the passionately religious man— -the hearing of prayer, 
for example, or forgiveness, or the acquisition of power 
to be good. And this, perhaps, admits of a simple explan- 
ation. Taken as a whole, the preponderant stream of 
philosophical tradition has relatively little positive 
teaching to offer with regard to the personal being of God. 
Plato himself hesitates, Aristotle, the Stoics, Scotus 
Erigena, Bruno, Spinoza, Hegel— they are aU of them 
more interested in what can much more justly he de- 
scribed as the Absolute than as God, Now you may 
speculate on the Divine, dream of the Divine, aspire, to 
the Divine, lose yourself in the Divine without ever rais- 
ing the question of pardon, or even after having put it 
aside as unmeaning ; hut you can only ask for pardon if 
the Divine, ultimately, is a free, loving conscious 
spirit. It is as a Spirit, a personal Spirit, that God claims 
us, rebukes us, comforts us ; above all, it is in that cha- 
racter that He forgives our siui W to he forgiven 

is relative to such a Beihg. The religious mind nourished 
on Christianity instinctively assents to the words of Mr. 
Webb : I can only declare my conviction that to regard 
sin as an offence against a personal authority, and still 
more to regard it as an affront to a loving Father, is a 
more intelligible and a more ethically significant way of 
thinking about it than it is to conceive it after the analogy 
of a physical defilement or an automatic mechanism 
The love of God will lose meaning for the heart in propor- 
tion as He ceases to be a Person for the mind. And it is 
love we need, and at all costs must have, when we come 
with the burden of om sins. 

Hence there is no cure for Pantheism like a sharp fit 
of penitence. As Amiel puts it in his Journal ,• “What 
* God and Peraonalityf p. 260 
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tears ns away from tiie enchantments of Maya, is con- 
science The man who lias faced his own badness is in 
small danger of confusing himself with God. He knows, 
if anything is knowable, that God and he are not identical, 
and that he must stifle plain conviction before he can 
adopt as his own the claim i 

“ I am the eye with which the Universe 
Beholds itself, and knows itself divine.” 

Ignore conscience, and nothing is easier than to attain a 
metaphysical point of view for which Pantheism is per- 
fectly simple and satisfactory. Everything, then, is God, 
and nothing but God exists anywhere — not the intellect 
or heart of man, not the difference between truth and 
falsehood or between right and wrong. One pang of 
contrition .breaks the spell. Instantly the personal 
distinction between God and man stands forth com- 
mandingly ; we awake to the fact that the moral law is 
the will of God, and that in violating it we have lost touch 
with the Father. And unless on analysis “ Father ” 
connotes or includes the idea of personality, does it have 
any reality which our minds can apprehend ? 

(2) Again, He who pardons is intuitively known as — to 
use the great Biblical phrase — the living God. He is 
perceived to be One who wills and acts ; in forgiving, 
He produces a change in our relation to Himself. What 
the unsophisticated Christian is thinking of when he 
speaks about forgiveness is not primarily an alteration 
in his own mind ; it is something that primarily concerns 
God’s attitude to him as a sinful man, a Divine act to 
which his inward experience of being reconciled is a 
response. In religion, interest centres in what God does, 
and it is He who initiates pardon and gives it reality. 
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In forgiving onr sin, He acts toward ns, H© acts 
upon ns. 

Antagonism to tlie idea of a God who is veritably and 
eSeotnally active within the believer’s experience has 
arisen in two quarters otherwise keenly opposed to each 
other. On the one hand, traditional theology from very 
early times gave prominence to a conception of God as 
the one unchanging Substance, strictly devoid of attri- 
butes and out of positive or direct relation to the events 
of time. This conception can be traced dowm the cen- 
turies in parallel to the w^armer and more living New 
Testament thought of the Father whose gracious action 
on our behalf is the somce of all human hope ; and much 
of the interest of historical theology lies in watching the 
varied fortunes of the struggle between these two inter- 
pretations. On the other hand, even that convinced foe 
of speculative rationalism, Ritschl, as we have seen, was 
guided more by speculation than by faith when he taught 
that it is a mere subjective illusion, though an inevitable 
one, when the pardoned man feels that the expression of 
God’s love towards him has undergone, in forgiveness, a 
change from condemnation to gracious acceptance. He 
surely is on firmer ground when ho assorts, as he does 
with emphasis, that the Divine act or judgment of 
forgiveness is synthetic or creative in character. But 
if creative, it must produce a new situation. It is the 
Father opening the door of communion with Himself and 
placing the sinner in the position of a reconciled son. It 
is the victorious love of God for good reasons depriving 
our sins of their power to exclude us from His fellowship. 
The man who has passed through this regeneratiug 
experience wiH be very hard to persuade that God was not 
the real agent in causing light to arise for "him, or that 
the only thing which has really happened is his awaking 
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from a bad dream to the new insight that God and he had 
never been estranged at all. 

Moreover, the living God is known to be such because 
He acts snpernatnraliy. And it is of His supernatural 
action that w’'e are made specially aware in forgiveness. 
Consciously to receive pardon (whether the conscionsness 
of it springs from intuition or from inference need not be 
considered now) is to know that a change has taken place 
in our relation to the Father which can only be accounted 
for by His direct interpoBition. If it be said, as doubtless 
it may be said with point, that in the world of love forgive- 
ness is a matter of course, this only throws us back on the 
marvellous character of a love to which utter forgiveness 
is natural. 

That the view just stated is that of our Lord, can 
hardly be questioned. Hot that it odginated with Him, 
though He countersigned it. The conviction that at 
bottom forgiveness is supernatural really goes back, like 
so many great religious ideas, to the Hebrew prophets. 
They took the personality of God seriously ; they took 
the personality of man seriously ; and as a result they 
took seriously the contact between God and man which 
forgiveness is. Because God is what they knew Him to 
be, He can recreate a man’s soul by taking him decisively 
into communion with Himself — an event which no im- 
manent categories like law or evolution can ever explain 
but which is miracle proper. This, I say, is the thought 
of Jesus, and a thought on which He laid stress. To recur 
to a Gospel incident already referred to, by His behaviour 
to the paralytic, recorded in Mark 2, He explicitly calk 
attention to the fact that pardon is as supernatural as 
cure. “That ye may know that the Son of man hath 
power on earth to forgive sins (He saith to the sick of the 
palsy), I say unto thee, Arise, take up thy bed His 
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Judgment has been echoed by the Christian mind. In 
tlic pardoned soul, as aU pardoned men feel, something 
has been })rought to pass rrhich merely psychical forces 
moving exclusively within the mind itself could not have 
ejected, something so great that it demands a transcen- 
dent cause. It is the Lord’s doing, and it is marvellous 
in our eyes. Life has been given a new start. It is not 
merely that in principle the tendencies of character have 
been reversed ; that, true as it is, is the consequence of 
something else- The antecedent condition of moral 
renewal is the fact that the biu’den of past sin— sin that 
cleaves to us with the dark warning that it is ours for 
ever — has been lifted away by Him against whom all 
sin is done, and bj’* revolutionising mercy the sinner has 
been drawn back to the heart of God. Who but He can 
thus open to us the gates of righteousness ? Who but 
He can so Icnit up the cords of union, or say to the aching 
heart, “ I am thy salvation ” 1 Thus in pardon, under- 
stood in the only sense commensurate with the mind of 
Jesus, God does an act which is conclusively supernatural 
and impossible for any being other than Himself — ^He 
separates between the sinner and his sins. He cancels 
the significance for personal relationship to Himself of 
the guilt which previously had barred men from His 
enjoyed presence ; and He does so, not by declaring sin 
not to be sinful, not by forgetting it or letting the sinner 
off, but by countervailing its power to estrange the Father 
and the child. It is true, the man who comes to God with 
a load of felt unworthiness may be tempted fiercely to 
deny the possibility of its removal, especially if in any 
degree he has yielded to that sombre naturalistic pessim- 
ism which tells broken men that things must always be 
with them as they now are, and bids them* endure their 
fate as they best may, with brave dumb stoicism. But 
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in countiess instances, as Ciiristians know, these mis- 
givings have vanished iike smoko in Jesus’ presence. At 
first glaiice it is unbelievable that anywhere in a luiiverse 
iike this forgiveness should occur, yet it occurs every day. 
It occurs simply because within and above cosmic law 
there is a Father. In the last resort we confront not 
impersonal tendencies of things but the living God, who 
in Christ puts forth His hand to gras]} ours, and through 
forgiveness ushers the contrite into a boundless world of 
good. 

In the proper sense of the term this event is super- 
natural. It is a ti'anscendent act to which the normal 
operations and processes of phenomenal reality are inade- 
quate. Such an act cannot at ail be described by formu- 
las indicative of mechanical or immutable sequences ; 
for, unless the experience of being pardoned has been 
wholly misconstrued, it represents the immediate entrance 
of God into our life to inaugurate a new attitude in which 
He and we shall henceforth stand to each other. Of 
course the psychologist will have his own account to 
give. He will have much that is important to say about 
diverse ways in which the assurance of pardon captures 
the focus of consciousness and instals in the mind a new 
dominant system of ideas. But what most concerns the 
believer lies in a different plane. What chiefly interests 
him is the direct action of God in blotting out his sin. 
It is in fact part of the definition of forgiveness that noth- 
ing but God in His grace can effect it, as conversely it is 
part of the Christian thought of God that He, and none 
other, is the Being who can do this thing. He alone can 
rescue us from the necessities and fatalities of evil in which 
nature and history appear to entangle us, as if to make 
free personallife an impossibility. Forgiveness, imparted 
by God’s love, is indeed the act by which we are 
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constituted persons in the full — not things, or 

links in a chain, hut free m 

Is it not advisable that OUT working conception of 
what miracle is, should be formed upon this model? 
There is a moral order of things, as there' is an order 
which we describe as physical. We are to-day the crea- 
tures of yesterday, and w© are shaping now the to-morrow 
that will be. “ Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he 
also reap” is a test from which imagmative literature 
has often preached with a terrible power. Yet this ada- 
mantine moral order can be entered remediaHy by God’s 
love, and the experience of being forgiven is there to 
prove it. By His mercy men do 7iot invariably reap ail 
they have sown. He is above as weU as within those 
ordinances of moral causation. He can use them, acting 
.along their lines. He uses them perpetually, but His 
love in its sovereign power can transcend and overflow 
their narrow range, intervening to make all things new. 
He can come close to deal with us personally, approachmg 
so near that His hand and our hand meet. And for God 
thus to enter and effect a transforming change in our 
relation to Himself is a supernatural kind of event, the 
amazing character of which is only concealed from us 
by that deadening familiarity which too often has turned 
the Gospel into commonplace. 

How God forgives, i.e. by what precise kind of action 
He imparts forgiveness, what precise thoughts or volitions 
are in His mind (to speak humanly) when the forgiving 
act is done — ^these are questions to which no reply is 
possible, and which it is difficult even to clothe in words 
without an appearance of folly. We possess no pyschology 
of God. We can no more solve such problems than we 
can explain how God creates the world, or how His being 
. can at once be transcendent and immanent. The fm'm of 
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tlio Divine existence or tlie Divine activity remains 
mysterious to finite thonght, and this not by accident but 
essentially. This is far from saying that from the Divine 
point of view there is ultimate mystery, and that in the 
light of that infinite love which Clirist has disclosed 
pardon may not show as perfectly natural and trans- 
parent. But from our standpoint it is otherwise. On the 
one hand we are assured in Jesus of a Divine mercy to 
which all — even the wonder of forgiveness — ^is possible ; 
on the other, we have as believers the inward certainty 
that our sins are pardoned. But how the gap between 
these two is bridged, how God makes our forgiveness 
real, is hidden from us, and no enlargement of human 
faculty is conceivable for which the mystery would be 
resolved. But the emergence at this point of an element 
in our problem which is inherently incalculable need not 
disturb us or awaken the suspicion tha-t we are altogether 
on the wrong track. Events of vast spiritual significance 
■ — and every instance of Divine pardon, if it occurs at all, 
is such an event — cannot be wholly Judged by narrowly 
rational canons which appear sufficient for simpler cases. 
Thinkers are less sure to-day than formerly of the uni- 
versal Jurisdiction of the understanding. On the whole 
problem of forgiveness, as a miraculous Divine act, we 
may reasonably cast the light of P. H. Bradley’s words : 
“ A lingering scruple still forbids us to believe that reality 
dan ever be purely rational. . . . Though I am willing to 
believe that my metaphysics may be wrong, there is, I 
think, nothing that would .convince me that my instinct 
is not right ”. 

Some there are in our time who might well discover in 
an adequate analysis of their personal experience of 
forgiveness, li. decisive aid towards a more Joyous faith 
in a free and living God who is perpetually present in 
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His world, and i^erpotiially at work. Let them inquire 
more closely into the moaning of what happens when, by 
God’s act, their sins are blotted out, and it is possible 
that new vistas may open before their thought. They 
may realise that what aetually conlronts them is, in sober 
truth, a miracle not in the far-off distances of antiquity 
but in their present lives. God, it appears, has invaded 
their being in a fashion which neither nature nor human 
nature can account for, in a power which transcends 
nature, and for ends that lie beyond it. Tliis is the super- 
natural in the form that lies nearest, for it belongs to 
experience ; and, apart from experience, religious beliefs 
are hypotheses and no more. It is better to start our 
thinking about miracle here than with the swimming of 
the axe-head. Why should we hesitate to say that for- 
giveness, in the sense Christians give the term, is an event 
in which there is illustrated in a uniquely verifiable 
manner that direct, personal and infinitely varied activity 
of God to which religious men, and amongst them those 
who have drunk deepest of Jesus’ spring, give the name 
“ supernatural ” ? On the spiritual side of reality, it 
may be manifested in the reconciliation of a sinful man to 
the Father ; on the physical side, just because the universe 
is one and there is one Lord of heaven and earth, it may 
also he manifested in equally unpredictable ways, as by 
the resurrection of Jesus from the dead.""These are works 
which only God can do. They are works declaratory of 
the fact that Almighty Love is immediately active in 
history and throughout the world as a whole ; and to the 
objection that as events they are isolated or sporadic 
we may answer, with Buskin, that an energy may be 
natural without being normal, and Divine without being 
constant 
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(3) Our aim is to elucidate those qualities in God which 
are revealed to the forgiven man, the man who has had 
this experience of the living God working the wonder of 
wonders in his own life. We have found that to such a 
man God is disclosed as Personal, and as the Doer of 
miracle. To this w© may now add the insight also reached 
by way of pardon that His very nature is sacrificial love. 

In other words, like the apostles we are unable evou'- 
tually to separate the question of Divine forgiveness from 
the question of atonement, i.e. the act and experience of 
God in reconciling the world to Himself. Hot that in 
theory the two problems cannot be distinguished and 
treated so far in abstraction from each other ; the thing 
often has been done. But while a man may receive 
forgiveness without raising the issue, in what sense Christ 
is involved in its mediation, or even without feeling that 
to understand this is for him a matter of vital importance, 
almost certainly it will be very different if he should go 
on to make forgiveness the subject of reflection and 
specifically to ask what are its implications for the love 
of God, on whom the strain of pardon falls. In the Hew ' 
Testament, the grace of God makes on the contrite an 
impression of absolute and unreserved personal sacrifice ; 
the pardoned feel that they owe everything to Him, 
Once we have taken this in, and in addition have learnt 
from life the lesson that the best things are of dearest 
price, we shall be unable to refrain from putting atone- 
ment and forgiveness in a close and vital connexion. 

Who first described the doctrine of atonement as the 
doctrine of the cost of forgiveness to God ? I have not 
succeeded in tracing the idea further back than Horace 
BnshneU, and his was an intelligence so free and rich 
that the phrase may w^eil have been of his own minting. 
Ho one was ever readier to lift the anchor and steer his 


own way. In aM i/ffw he writes, a 

curious turn of expression : '‘ Our human instinct puts us 
always on making cost when we undertake to forgive.” ^ 
At an earlier point, explaining how atonement is reached 
between a good man and an offender, he lays down that 
true forgiveness requires two things antecedently first, 
such a sympathy with the wrong-doing party as virtually 
takes his nature ; and secondly, a making cost in that 
nature by suffering, or expense, or painstaking sacrifice 
and labour This is followed up by two or three affect- 
ing and credible exarnyfies of the truth that one man can 
really pardon another only in so far as he takes the other’s 
sin upon himself in the cost he personally bears on his 
behalf. It looks as if this were an exceptionally attractive 
and rewarding path of approach, \rith collateral advan- 
tages of various Idnds. If it be true, as has been said in 
only too familiar words, that the higher man of to-day 
is not worrying about Ids sins, there is point in the re- 
joinder that^ in that case, somebody else has got to 
worry about them all the more There is a principle 
here not unworthy to interpret oven the relationships of 
God and man. I could understand a preacher who told 
his hearers — ^though the phrasing might be beneath the 
solemn dignities of official theology — ^that atonement 
Was a learned word which meant that Christ, in whom 
God came to men, had so worried about our sins that it 
brought Him to His death. It is no poor or cheap for- 
giveness He imparts, but one flowing from unmeasured 
expenditures of spirit and will. And He is no changeless 
Absolute, but One who shares our grief and shame. 

We may therefore find a key to God’s experience in 
forgiving the sinful if we endeavour to realise, even if only 
imaginatively, what happens when a man forgives a great 
» p. 48. * P. 40. 



187 


The Cost of Forgiveness 

wrong done to himself. As so often occurs, the best things 
in human intercourse turn out to be windows, as it were, 
into the life of God. It is evident we must choose an 
instance of deep gravity, with something hideous to be 
pardoned — say, the treachery of a friend, bringing dis- 
grace to the injured man and a loss of happiness never 
quite to be made good in this life. Such a case, though 
not common, is by no means unfamiliar. It has occa- 
sionally been studied in theology and in preaching, but 
technical moral philosophy has been curiously silent 
about it. The present writer asked two of the most 
eminent philosophers in the country to name any passage 
in works treating of moral psychology where this precise 
question is discussed, the question what in such a case goes 
on in the forgiver’s mind and again in the mind of the 
person forgiven. Yet, although the inquiry concerns 
what is undoubtedly one of the most tragic and shattering 
moral experiences open to man, not a single reference 
could be given. ^ It is possible that Shakespeare has some 
light to cast, and that a sufficiently profound study of the 
greater Russian novelists, Dostoievsky in particular, might 
help us at Just this point. 

Denney writes, in his piercing way, that “ there is no 
such experience in the relations of human beings as a real 
forgiveness which is painless, cheap, or easy. There is 
always passion in it on both sides : a passion of penitence 
on the one side, and the more profound passion of love on 
the other, bearing the sin of the guilty to win him, 
through reconciliation, to goodness again It is on the 
second of these two aspects that we must fasten our 

^ Aristotle’s words in Eth. Nic, xi, 11 (Peters’ translation) : “ The 
equitable man is thought to be especially re^y to forgive ” become 
in Mr. W. D. Boss’s later and better rendering ; “ The equitable man 
is above all others a man of sympathetic judgment ’* ; which is not 
quite the same thing. 
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thongbts. When by self-ooiiqnest which even by» 
standers can see to be noble the injured man (or, as it may- 
be, woiiiiin), refusing to ignore moral realities, yet reaching 
ovc;r and beyond the wrong to knit uj) the old ties of 
communion, attains to the act of deep pure pardon, the 
act jjresnpposes and is mediated by costly suffering. 

It is an exacting thing to pardon a great wrong ; 
assuredly it is not with a heart of stone that an act so 
brave and free and loving can be carried through. A man 
engaged in it is conscious of wrench and agony in pro- 
jportion as on the one hand he feels 'the shame of his 
friend’s evil and as on the other sympathy brings him 
close to the guilty life, actually by intense feeling putting 
him w^here the other is. To enter by passionate imagina- 
tion and self-projection into the other’s conflict, to hold 
by intercession his faltering hand, to weep with his sorrow, 
actually to think seif still at the other’s side in the misery 
and loneliness of guilt — all this is requisite ; and how true 
it is that in heart and mind the forgiver must set out on 
“ voyages of anguish It is an experience of saciifioial 
pain, of vicarious suffering. It is the state of a soul under 
great stress. To the onlooker it may appear as if the 
suffering were the offspring of wounded pride, of reluctance 
to bear burdens at war with memories of old, unclouded 
friendship ; but the truth is not so. The man is not 
pardoning merely because he cannot but acknowledge 
pardon to be his duty, though an abhorrent one, whereas 
were a ohanoe to offer he would speedily wash his hands 
of the offender. Such suffering is due merely to the 
resented invasion of personality ; but this is sacrificial 
agony. When he moves out to find and claim his friend 
again the other’s evil, as never before, comes in upon him 
freshly in its indescribable repulsiveness and need of 
cleansing ; yet he takes it on himself redemptively as by 
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creative and substitutionary fellow-feeling, submerging 
it in love. 

If justifying reasons be demanded for what, at first 
sight, appears the daring plan of taldng all this as in some 
real sense an analogy of Divine forgiveness, its method 
and its intrinsic cost, we answer that the parallel is in fact 
natural and convincing. Certainly it is an analogj^ drawn 
from “ the most sure and sacred things in human experi- 
ence But in addition two considerations have weight. 
First of all, in the Gospels we do see Jesus entering, in just 
this way, into the lives of sinners by loving communion 
with their misery. He placed Himself beside the guilty ; 
conscious of the gulf fixed between God and sinners, He 
crossed in spirit to our side of the breach and numbered 
Himself with the transgressors. And secondly, face to 
face with Jesus we become aware, by iutuition, that 
the love in virtue of which He does this amazing and 
redeeming thing is positively the love of God Himself. 
What touches and blesses us in the Redeemer’s sympathy 
is the Divine grace breaking and beating through it upon 
our life. Thus he who has learnt of Jesus will be apt to 
construe the mediation of the forgiveness of God as some- 
thing parallel and kindred to what takes place amongst 
ourselves when a good man pardons wrong. 

In other words, if in a profound and intense case of 
human pardon there is tragedy for both sides — pain form- 
ing the necessary vehicle of forgiveness, in an experience 
in which nature is rent asunder — it may well be so likewise 
between God and man. To us pardon is free because for 
Him its realisation came through agony. The cross 
presents and represents God’s anguish, an awful grief 
answering to the greatness of the remitted sin. In Him 

^ The analogy goes back to the unforgettable experience and teach- 
ing of Hosea. 
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eternally that mind towards the sinful has existence which 
we behold in the dying Christ. What holy love in God 
required as a condition of pardon, more correctly as a 
living element in pardon, wns not reparation from the 
guilty, which can never be, but rather such a sacrificial 
manifestation of His own nature as must, if God and man 
be of one moral order, form the only conceivable medium 
of forgiveness. Thus, at Gethsemane and Calvary most 
of all, faith discerns such an exhibition of Divine recon- 
ciling passion, such a tragic tension in which God spares 
Himself nothing, as makes our heart faint within us and 
stops every mouth before God. In this wholly direct 
(and surely, in so far as we know the inmost being of love, 
not unintelligible) sense, atonement is what it cost God to 
forgive the sin of the world. It is the cardinal point at 
which we stand confronted with the ultimate and 
recurrent paradox of religious thought — that the God who 
stands infinitely above human life is yet deeply and 
decisively implicated in our most inward experience, and 
that to see into the unchanging heart of things we must 
gaze upon the travail of a cross. The forgiveness of God 
rises iq) through the depths of a self-abandoning passion 
that sinners can never fathom. 

In the next chaper we shall attempt a fuller and more 
detailed interpretation of the mediation of forgiveness 
through Christ, and supremely through His death. To 
this, these last pages may serve as an introduction. But 
one remark may be added. We are constantly under a 
temptation to suppose that the reason why we fail to 
imderstand completely the atonement made by God in 
Christ is that our minds are not sufficiently profound. And 
doubtless there is truth in the reflection that for final 
insight into the meaning of the cross we are not able or 
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perspicacious enough. But there is a deeper reason stilL 
It is that we are not good enough ; we have never forgiven 
a deadly injury at a price like this, at such cost to our- 
selves as came upon God in Jesus’ death. We fail to 
comprehend such sacrificial love because it far outstrips 
our shrunken conceptions of what love is and can endure. 
Let the man be found who has undergone the shattering 
experience of pardoning, nobly and tenderly, some awful 
wrong to himself, still more to’ one beloved by him, and 
he will understand the meaning of Calvary better than all 
the theologians in the world. ^ 


^ The idea that the atonement represents the cost to God of for- 
giveness is to be found in many passages of Luther. In his suggestive 
book, Ghristus Victor (1931), p. 133, Aul4n goes so far as to write; 
“ Luther’s chief interest is to show how much the atoning work (if the 
phrase may be permitted) costa God 
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I T is impossible to think out tlie meaning of forgive- 
ness in the experience of sinful men — which is the 
side of things nearest to us — without realising that it 
must have meant somethmg great and costly in the life 
of God. Not only so, but its meaning as an act or 
experience of God, as His paying of the price apart from 
which forgiveness could not be, is the prius and the 
evoking cause of what we know as the sense of pardon 
received. We have peace, because He loved and suSered 
first. At the close of the preceding chapter we reflected 
in a general and introductory manner on atonement as 
the cost of forgiveness to God, arguing that a true analogy 
may be drawn, in this tragic matter, between man’s life 
and God’s. In the one case as in the other, the sin which 
is pardoned must in a real and profound sense he borne by 
the liardoner. We have now to elucidate this truth more 
fully by reference to the career of Jesus Christ. For apart 
from the actualities of Jesus’ doings and sufferings, aU 
that w© might say respecting the signifiance of forgive- 
ness as costly to God would be no more than speculative 
and precarious opinion. 

We do well, indeed, to remind ourselves at each point 
that a priori thoughts about God’s way of realising and 
conveying forgiveness are for us impossible.- Here we are 
simply thrown back upon fact. The fact, in the first place, 

I$2 
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that che man who in. Crod’s presence has discovered the 


danger te is in of being irretrievably shiit out from tbe 
feUowsMp of Grod, Mows by simple intmtion in bis despair 
that if belp sbould come, it can come from God only. With 
God even tbe impossible is possible, but with Him alone. 
None but He can creatively change tbe relation we tbe 
sinful are in to His holiness. But in the second place, we 
can do no other than bow our heads before the fact that 
He interposed in Jesus, and through Jesus has 
accomplished reconciliation in the chosen way of which 
the New Testament tells. We are confronted with the 
plain fact that God has taken a mode of redeeming the 
world which could never have entered the heart of man to 
conceive. “ It pleased God as one has said, “ to select 
one nation from the rest as a priestly nation, and for all 
time to give one Person from its midst the power to speak 
the liberating word, the word of reconciliation, and to seal 
this word with His passion and death All who in 
their desperate need have lifted their eyes to Christ and 
caught at the promise for the guilty with which His cross 
is laden, can bear witness to the sufficiency of His 
mediation. They, and they only, can tell whether in Him 
there is or is not pardon. 

Hence in what follows no attempt is made to reason out 
atonement beforehand, as though by way of postulate we 
could determine how God must help us, if help should 
come. The truth about atonement, like all truth in 
Christianity, is discoverable and verifiable only through 
submission to Jesus* power to set us right with God. And 
in formulating what we call doctrine, we simply interpret 
what comes home to us as we let the Kving and dying 
Hedeemer bring us to the Bather. 

* Karl Heim, Das Wesen des emngeliaclim Ohnatmtums, p. 82, 
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t'hiiikijig about citonoment, to be real, must be our 
, own. Ood has not dictated to, us, even, In the" 'New 
Tegtament, any final theory of His reconciling w'ork We 
must search it out in the light He gives. . Of course in that 
quest the Bible is our iudispousable inspiration. But we 
learn to use the Bible, here as elsewhere, in the light of its 
own deepest principles. We liave to take the truths 
about God which Scri|rture brmgs us, and best 

thought of the Church has selected for emphasis, and try 
not to collect authoritative passages, but to move in the 
spirit of the Bible towards apprehension of w’-hat God in 
Christ has done to convey to us His pardoning love. 

^\gain, argument concerning reconciliation, if it is to 
lead anywdierc, must move within the field of Christian 
experience. Only there, do the wheels, as we say, bite the 
rails. The man to whom Jesus means nothing will 
inevitably find the cross a superfluous mystery; he 
cannot see what it is for. And his first duty is not to 
excogitate a theory of atonement, but to make up his 
mind for God. When lie has begun to take the specifi- 
cally Christian attitude to Jesus, some of the necessary 
assunptions will be present in his thought for apineciating 
Jesus work. 1. here w^ili be a sense of unworthiness ; there 
wfil be a consciousness of infinite debt to Christ ; there 
wiU be a settled conviction of the power Christ actually 
has of mediatmg between God and man ; and these are 
among the indispensable presuppositions of valid thinking 
here. We ought to fix it in our mind that the atonement 
is only relevant to the guiltjr and alarmed conscience, that 
we must look at it with penitent eyes, Anselm begins 
his groat work by professing to put the actual Christ' 
aside (as if He had never been) and to prove by irrefut- 
able logic that it is impossible for anyone to be saved 
except through the God-man ; and he ends by claiming 
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tliat Ms argumeiitation ought to convince even a Jew or 
a pagan. It cannot be too emphatically said that this is 
hopeless. How could we know that Christ is necessarjj 
if we did not know by acquaintance the person called 

Christ ” ? It is true that apart from kiiowledge of the 
Christian facts we might feel sure that we needed what 
would cleanse conscience and break sin’s power, but 
except through having conscience cleansed by contact 
with Christ how could we tell that Christ is the person 
capable of doing this needed thing ? Unless we have 
stood before Jesus and felt the impression of His holy love, 
the meaning of what He anticipated in Gethsemane and 
underwent on Calvary is necessarily hidden from us. 

Again, the wise man wiU look with suspicion on 
theories of atonement which are only too complete. There 
is in the Christian mind an instinctive revolt from easy 
and shallow views. We rightly suspect aU interpretations 
of a simplicity so transparent as to render it an insoluble 
problem why groat minds in every age should have 
pondered over the mysterium cruets, ■ If atonement be the 
act of God, it has in it the unfathomable quality of God 
Himself. Whatever the meaning of the cross, at least it 
evokes awe and wonder. We perceive that it brings 
salvation, and we thank God for it, but we cannot measure 
it or reduce it without remainder to conventional and 
manageable terms. As Otto suggests, the cross is the 
supreme instance in which we confront that fusion and 
interpenetration, so profoundly characteristic of religion, 
of elements wMch for our mind are paradoxical and 
unreconciled ; it presents a minglmg of rational aspects 
with those wMch are other thhn rational, of. the revealed 
with the unrevealed, the open with the memly surmised 
and divined, the last and highest love with the most awe- 
inspiring judgment of sin. It is the central and decisive 
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manifestation of the great enigma — ^the innocent suffering 
of the just for the unjust. 

Once more, the death of Jesus has significance for 
reconciliation only when considered in the light, and as 
the expression, of His life. It is impossible to proclaim 
salvation through the death of an Unknown ; and if men 
are to understand who the Christ is to whose cross they 
are invited, some real impression must be afforded of His 
words, His inner life, His mind concerning God and man, 
and the influence He exerted on those who associated 
with Him. Hot only so ; at point after point in His 
career we seem to observe the gathering intensification 
of His reconciling work. His entire experience can be 
described as a continuous and ever-deepening self- 
identification with the sinful. Blore and more He was 
numbering Himself with the transgressors. In His 
baptism, for example. He took His place beside sinners 
and made their dark responsibilities His own. It was 
not for Him a baptism of repentance ; yet it was an act 
or experience in which He refused to be reckoned apart 
from the other members of God^s family and stood at 
their side before the Divine holiness* And in that hour 
the cross cast its shadow before.. Already it is clear that 
Jesus feels “ socially involved in the iniquities and 
frailties of all His brethren The same willed unity with 
sinners is evident in His learning obedience, His sharing 
the human struggle to do and endure God’s will; 
supremely, perhaps, in His practice of faith and His 
inward knowledge of temptation. The culmination and 
full expression of all this is death. It came to this, that 
if Jesxm was to stand in with sinners to the last, death in 
their service and God’s must be not merely accepted but 
chosen and spontaneously affirmed. Thu^ the c»os» is 
significant only as the full and definitive self-expression 
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of all Ho had already been. We err when we lose that 
perspective. 

Hone the less, the uniqueness of the cross will not bear 
denial. In the Hew Testament it occupies a place of its 
own, indicated by the (at first glance) disproportionate 
length of the narratives of the Passion and the constant 
preoccupation of the Epistles with the glorious meanings 
of Christ’s “ exodus ” ; and the Church, in turn, had no 
option but to fall into line with this, on experimental 
grounds, as may be gathered from its celebration of the 
Lord’s Supper. For Jesus above all, the cross though 
inseparable from His life was distiact ui intensity of 
meaning. He unquestionably conceived of His own death 
as inaugurating a new relation between God and man ; 
and in that character, especially near the end, it was 
never out of His mind. There are passages in the Gospels 
which do more than suggest that in His death Jesus 
anticipatively saw something that at heart made Him 
shudder. It was continuous with His life, yet it was by 
itself, lonely in its import of shadowed anguish. This too 
must be allowed for m our reflections. 

The interpreter of atonement needs most of all, I think, 
to recapture that attitude of penitent trust and grateful 
adoration in which, if God will, we find ourselves at the 
Lord’s Table. Whatever theory we rest in, must do 
justice to the intuitive convictions which there arise 
within us. It is vain to choose a doctrine of atonement 
which in the main overlooks the greatest things that 
come home to us as we take in our hands the bread and 
wine. How in that posture, that consciousness of in- 
estimable reception from Christ and of self-abandonment 
to Him, twd predominant impressions appear to be 
registered on the mind. 
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(1) In Jesus’ death, we behold the absolute judgment 
and condemnation of sin. 

Very probably such a phrase may appear more than 
tinged Mth unreality. What does it mean, except as a 
reiteration of f ainiliar dogma, to say that in the cross sin 
is judged, and judged with absolute finality ? How is it 
possible to thinfe of J3od as attaching His censure of sin, 
His inflietiOn upon sinners, to what happened at Calvary ? 
At first sight this looks, or may look, as theatrical and 
arbitrary as old-fashioned pictures of the Last Judgment. 
We must therefore try for a point of view at which it 
becomes evident that in moral fact the cross is the 
irreversible condemnation of sin, and a condemnation 
which is God’s act. Three considerations may be adduced. 

(a) In the first place, sin is condemned in the cross 
because it there is permitted fully to expose its true 
nature. Once for allit is forced into the light. What sin 
really is — ^its rebellion, malignancy and horror— -could 
never he completely detected or revealed while it was 
being committed merely against those who themselves 
shared the imperfection of the sinner. The sinfulness of 
sin varies with the character of those against whom it is 
done, with the clear-eyed acceptance of hostility to those 
who, in lesser degree or greater, are good and represent 
the good. And in Jesus men for the first time were up 
against pure goodness. Never before had sinners con- 
fronted. unflinching and perfect love ; never before, 
accordingly, had it been possible for sin’s malevolent 
antagonism to perfect love to declare itself without 
reserve. Hence, by its treatment of Jesus Christ, man’s 
sinfulness was exposed : its sheer evil was laid bare to the 
bone, reprobated, doomed, sentenced without appeal. 
What we are as sinners was lit up by a fiasli that told the 
whole and left nothing to be said. 
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For the sin manifest at Calvary is ours. We all are in it 
together; no separating lines can be drawn anywhere, 
between individuals or generations ; we cannot any 
of us disown a part in the sin that rejected and slew the 
Son of God. The same kind of selfishness and suspicion 
and grudging envy and callous neglect and hard cruel in- 
justice as we perceive, mixed with nobler things, in the 
Jewish leaders are poisoning our hearts also when in sinning 
we take sides against love. There are movements within us 
that vibrate in sympathy with the hatred poured on the 
dying Jesus. As it has been put, “ we seem to see the 
face of a rigorous Pharisee or a lax Sadducee or a false 
Judas staring out at us from our own thoughts and 
impulses The fact that God gave Christ to men, and 
they could do no better than crucify Him, easts a terrible 
light upon our nature. That light of exposure has fallen 
full upon its object, and it has not been totally ignored. 
Since Jesus, the world has known a new kind of self- 
reproach and compunction. 

■ (6) Sin is judged in the cross by Jesus’ attitude to its 

intrinsic evil. Now this attitude of His goes much beyond 
the words in which He habitually declared His antagon- 
ism to wrong, which were words of anger in the deepest 
sense. It was because He loved that He recoiled from 
evil with abhorrence and scourged it with scathing speech. 
But a profounder expression of antagonism to sin than 
speech is possible, and in Jesus’ case became real. The 
best men have opposed sin by setting their life against it, 
by placing themselves in its path, at whatever cost, and 
constituting their personal being a dedicated obstacle to 
its progress. This path Christ pre-eminently chose. It 
was for Him not enough to denounce wrong ; He went 
further and took the last step ; He exhibited an utter 
opposition to sin by dying at the hands of sinners. By 
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letting sinful men vent their utmost hate upon Himself, 
He revealed and condemned sin as the absolute contrary 
of love. An apostolic admonition bids Christians remem- 
ber that “ ye have not yet resisted unto blood, striving 
against sin.” There is something you have not done as 
yet which it is possible to do ; and it is this that Christ 
did. He resisted unto blood ; not by shedding blood, 
for in force, in violent suppression and angry retaliation, 
no condemnation of sin could emerge which could have 
left conviction on the sinner’s mind — not by shedding 
blood, but by letting His own blood be shed. As it has 
been expressed “ There is in the holiness of God a 
radical opposition to wickedness which cannot express 
itself adequately in mere punishment, but can express 
itself only by receiving upon itself the assault of the 
sinful will. It is Christ Himself Who has enabled us to see 
that this must be so And it is because men have in 
some degree learned this lesson that the type of morality 
towards which manldnd is moving is a type in which evil 
will be quickly and keenly resented, but in which, instead 
of visiting fierce and bitter penalty upon the simier, those 
sinned against will rather suffer on his behalf. We may 
therefore say that Jesus disclosed His hostility to sin not 
merely by probing words in the Sermon on the Mount, or 
by lifelong efforts to save and restore sin’s victims, but 
supremely by bearing death at sinful hands. The cup He 
must drink was in part the knowledge that His love had 
evoked the sin of others to the full. 

It is difificult to understand how we could contemplate 
the dying of Christ, regarding it with penitence, with 
trust and with a sense of unspeakable indebtedness, and 
fail to be implicitly aware of wbat so far has been said. 
Indeed, the insight that the cross is a final and unalterable 

*■ jBy Professor A. Q. Hogg, 


Jesus^ Attitude to Sin 


201 


testimony against sin, wMoh decisively assigns its place 
in tile world of moral realities, may reasonably be 
taken as present in the thought of every Christian. But 
the mind of Jesus at Calvary is the mind of God. This 
is not an inference of any kind, but a direct transcript of 
experience. The condemnation of sin uttered whether 
in language or in silence through Jesus’ life and death is 
in fact uttered by the Eternal — not by a commissioned 
deputy or prophet merely, but by God. We have a 
living sense of this as we stand confronting Jesus. 
Through His eyes there looks out on us, with convicting 
and humbling power, the dread-inspiring holiness of God 
with which evil cannot dwell. His oneness with the 
Father, in unbroken sonship, vouches for it that what He 
brings home to conscience is the final truth concerning 
sin. 

When therefore we seek to put the truth about atone- 
ment in a form that throughout keeps touch with ex- 
perience, one principle we may with a good conscience 
set down is this, that the cross reveals in a final and for 
ever unmistakable way God’s mind regarding sin and His 
active attitude towards it. The cross does this because 
this is in fact the result it has upon faith. Forgiveness is 
only possible in so far as all concealments which Md© the 
real nature of sin are torn away and men are convicted 
of utter and inexcusable unwortbiness. It would appear 
that in Jesus’ death God has effectively set His finger on 
the evil of the world by which it is estranged from the 
Father. He who has gazed in faith at the Redeemer 
giving up His life knows, indisputably, that in sin 
there is something guilty and tragically real to be for- 
given, something in which he personally is implicated. 
That death reveals sin — our sin — ^by making undeniably 
plain sin’s attitude to the holiest life ever seen upon the 
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planet. Hence if forgiveness be conveyed tbrongh the 
cross, it is a forgiveness that includes, or is fused with, 
judgment. 1 

(c) Sin is judged in the cross of Jesus because the 
connexion between sin and suffering is there made utterly 
clear. Transgression entails pain, and He who numbered 
Himself with the transgressors came in an inevitable way 
under the sweep of that Divine ordinance. 

In all probability it is at this point that the most serious 
difiSoulties about atonement are felt. Let us note precisely 
what the worst difficulty is. We are trying for a point 
of view at which the cross visibly embodies the Divine 
judgment of sin. And it may naturally be objected : 
How can this be true ? The judgment of God must be 
pronounced by God Himself, as His act and decision. 
But the death of Christ, so far from being produced or 
occasioned by God, was a crime perpetrated by men ; it 
was sinners, not the Father, to whom the crucifixion of 
Jesus, as well as His antecedent suffering, was due. How 
then is it reasonable to characterise this supreme sin of 
history as God’s judgment, as in fact the manifestation of 
Bis righteousness ? 'This is the problem. 

The first' part of the answer,* so far as we can see for the 
moment, is to underline afresh the cardinal principle that 
we are living in a moral order, which surrounds and 
informs human experience ; and that one feature of this 
all-embracing moral order is the fact that sin, everywhere 
and always, is followed by evil consequences. It would 
therefore seem that the presence of Jesus in a sinful 
world, associated with sinners as closely as one personality 
can he with others — ^identified with them, indeed, to the 

1 A recent writer has pointed out that it is a dan^OTous illusion to 
suppose that religion maltes things easy, in the sense that in religion we 
oan get at God, as it were, “ behind the back of the moral law.” 


203 


The Consequences of Sin 

very limit — ^unavoidably implied for Him a real subjection 
to tbe standing appointment of God that sin and con- 
demning pain go together. He could not be amongst us, 
in loving communion with, our bitter need, and fail to be 
involved in that. 

Further, our human life is plainly such that the evil 
consequences of sin, while they come inexorably, do not 
always fall most direly on the guilty. The guilty, it is 
true, are invariably penalised ; they are estranged from 
the Father and injured in character. None the less, the 
greater part of the resulting evil may light upon the 
innocent and loving, whose life is entangled with theirs. 
Not the culprit, but his friends, have to shoulder the 
bmrden. The solidarity of men is both a blessed and a 
poignant fact ; it is constitutive of human life, which 
would be wholly different in nature were this fact absent ; 
and in virtue of it the righteous suffer with and for the 
sinful on account of their sin, and are capable of this 
suffering just in proportion to their goodness. 

This is a truth which long before Jesus Christ was 
enunciated in the 53rd chapter of Isaiah. In the Servant 
of the Lord one is pictured who, innocent as he is, gives 
up his life as an offering for the sin of those around him. 
His death, to the prophet’s mind, is no mere martyrdom 
or miscarriage of human justice ; rather in God’s intent 
and purpose, as also by the Servant’s willed self -oblation, 
it is a sacrifice mediating forgiveness. It is of course true 
that for historical exegesis the Servant is Israel the nation, 
or the righteous within Israel, whose sufferings form a 
sacrificial offering for the iniquities of the surrounding 
peoples ; the other nations, that is, had imagined the 
Servant to be punished for his own sin, but now see that 
these sufferings of Israel should have fallen upon them- 
selves. But this national aspect is hardly central or vital 
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for Tis here. What is cjentral is the spiritual principle that 
— as is affirmed in the passage twelve separate times — ^the 
snfierings of the Servant are vicarious in character. The 
SnSererj though suffering at the hands of the wicked, is 
bearing the painful consequence of their sins, and bearing 
them by Divine appointment. For the very reason that 
be was related to the sinful with such profound intimacy, 
the judgment of God on their sin struck him ; but it did 
so, not by any mechanical or external fiat, but because it 
is on these lines that human life is built. 

In the last resort, however, the prophet^s ideal picture 
is such that its counterpart or fulfilment could not emerge 
in any ordinary human person ; for since all normal men 
sin, their sufiering for sin and on behalf of the sinful could 
not, by the nature of the case, be wholly vicarious. 
Perfect fulfilment only came in Jesns. As has recently 
been demonstrated, we have good reason to believe that 
Isaiah 63 was steadily in the backgroimd of Jesus’ mind ; 
it is indeed expHoitly referred to in more than one of 
His important sayings regarding His own career. He 
seems undoubtedly to have applied to HimseM the 
prophet’s thought of One on whom “ the Lord has laid the 
iniquities of us aU The Divine reaction against the sin 
of man He perceived to be falling upon Him, and in that 
sense He accepted it in faith. ^ If it be asked how this is 


^ It has been xoaintained that for Jesus His passion In no sense 
constituted a problem, but was a perfectly transparent necessity of 
redemption. The final sacrifice rose for Him simply and unavoidably 
out of the thought of service. As the com of wheat must fall into the 
ground and die, so self-evidently He must go to the bitter cross. !No 
one will think of denying most of this ; but can it be the whole truth ? 
Our Lord walked by faith, with something therefore of that admixture 
of insight and trusting premonition which make Him, here also, our 
Leader. Hence the meajiing of His death, its full import, the ways in 
which it would tell for reconciliation, may well have been both known 
and unknown, illumined and decisive yet shrouded in partial mystery. 
His words in Gethsemane, “ If it be possible, let this cup pass from Me,’* 
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possible, two suggestions can be made: first, that tbe 
good always are challenged and enabled to bear the 
consequences of their neighbours’ wrong-doing, and in 
the second place that Jesus in sheer love was unreservedly 
identified with guilty men. It was because He thus in 
love made Himself one with the sinful that He bore their 
burden. Hot by the abrupt introduction of some new 
spiritual principle but as the unique and highest expression 
of the self-transcending moral order in which we live, His 
sufferings were the bitter fruit of sin vicariously borne. 

“ The moral order ” we say ; but for the religious mind 
the moral order is of course equivalent to the will of God. 
Hence we are entitled to affirm that in the cross the 
Divine judgment of sin is manifestedj because there, by 
the normal and appointed self -unfolding of sin and its 
results, God’s attitude to sin was finally and unequivo- 
cally revealed as well as actively expressed. It was not 
that God stretched His hand from the sky, seized the 
mass of human iniquity, transferred it to Jesus by 
capricious fiat, then chastised Him for it. God does 
nothing in that way. But when Jesus entered into our 
life, took the responsibility of our evil upon Himself, 
identifying His life with ours to the uttermost and placing 
Himself where the sinful are by strong sympathy in a 
fashion so real that the pain and affliction due to ns 
became unspeakable suffering within His soul — diat Was 

appear to indicate a consciousness that the Father’s will must be 
accepted, while yet it could be asked whether this way of death was the 
one conceivable means by which that will might be realised. So the 
cross beckoned Him, yet at the same time there may have been 
something in His experience analogous to that feeling of irpee com- 
pulsion to do things the significance and outcome of which they do riot 
wholly understand, which at times is familiar to His foEowem^ 
Throughout His life He had followed the path of obedience, content to 
trust the Father’s love and wisdom. Can we be certain that this element 
of inner thought and feeling was completely absent as He envisaged 
His death ? 
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the act of God, tliat (if we take seriously Jesus* oneness 
of mind and will with the Father) was indeed the ex- 
perience of God. In no way other than by lotting sinful 
mils do their worst to Jesus could it be openly demon- 
strated, and for ever, what sin involves in God’s righteous 


(2) If we recur to the attitude of adoring reception 
from and self-abandonment to Christ which befits us at 
Communion, it can be laid down, in the second place, that 
in Jesus* death we behold the absolute disclosure of 
Divine love to the sinful. 

lhat it is the love of God, not merely of Jesus as a 
figure in history, which meets us there, is no matter of 
argument or inference, but of direct intuition. In what 
He undergoes at Calvary, Jesus is not merely reporting 
or indicating a Divine love beyond and indenendent of 
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a modern declension from a profonnder 'and more 
rigorous interpretation preferred by antiquity. Bnt in 
fact our contention is very old. St Augustine for example 
writes : “ It was mainly for this purpose that Christ came, 
to wit, that man might know how much God loves him ; 
and that he might learn this, to the intent that he might 
be enkindled to the love of Him by whom he was first 
loved, and might also love his neighbour 
Now it is because what comes home to us in presence of 
the cross — ^interfused, that is, with the sense of sin’s utter 
condemnation — is a new apprehension of Divine love 
acting on an infinite scale, that we are able to surmount 
what might otherwise be an insuperable difficulty. There 
is one question we should expect to be asked very fre- 
quently, though in point of fact within Christendom it 
has seldom been heard. It is this : Why does the 
crucifixion not so horrify and revolt us as to make sceptics 
by the thousand ? In a sense such an effect would be 
only natural ; for at Calvary the holiest of our race, 
whom we do not praise because He is above aU praise, 
terminates His life in misery, shame, agony and loneliness. 
It is an event which appears wholly incompatible with a 
righteous or loving world-government ; why then do our 
minds not flame with indignation against God Himself on 
that account ? The reason plainly is that in the cross 
what is felt to be both present and presented is God’s own 
love ; and it is present as enduring a vicarious burden 
due to human sin. We cannot call His love in question 
at the cross if it is precisely in the cross that the greatness 
of His love is for the first time fully exhibited. God was 
in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself. 

Moreover, from this angle we can discern a patently 
vital connexion between atonement and the Divinity of 
» Quoted by Gave, The, Dodrine of the Peraon of Christ, p. 126, 
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Christ, ''j’he atonement has neither substance nor efficacy 
apart from the assurance that in Jesus very God Is 
personally present. Writers of an older day inclined to 
state the connexion misleadingly by taking th© Divinity 
of Christ as (so to speak) an infinite factor or co-effieient 
wMch multiplied His hunaan sufferings to infinity, thus 
rendering them an exact ecpiivalent for the infinite guilt 
of sin. Modem Christian feeling recoils from this ; but it 
sympathises, I tliink, with the ultimate conviction behind 
such calculations. The two great doctrines do hang 
together. Unless the passion of Christ in which His Hfe 
consistently eulimnated is an index of God’s love, and 
not an index merely but also an expression of it in virtue 
of God’s personal presence in Him, so that at Calvary we 
in smm emifimli the sacrifice of the Eternal, 
neither heart nor conscience is fully satisfied. The power 
of the cross over the human heart has rested on an 
intuitive certainty that in its pain and surrender there is 
more than meets the eye. It has rested on a sense that 
perfect fulfilment has been given to the thought long ago 
enshrined in the ■words : In aU their affliction, He was 
afflicted 

The history of theology proves to the Mlt that the 
great ideas of Atonement and Incarnation lose the life- 
blood of meaning when they drift apart from each other. 
As Denney has put it: “It is a common idea that 
Sooinianism (or Unitarianism) is specially connected with 
the denial of the Incarnation. It began historically with 
the denial of the Atonement. It is with the denial of 
the Atonement that it always begins anew, and it 
cannot be too clearly pointed out that to begin 

1 Even ’if this rendering of the Hebrew is jindefensible, the words 
express a real conviction of Old Testament writera; cf, Jer. 12’^-, 31®®, 
46, Hoft. * 
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hem is to end, sooner or later, with putting Christ out of 
the Christian, religion altogether The reason for the 
inevitability of suoh a development is that apart from 
atonement we have no ground for ascribing to God such 
chosen seh-saerifice vdthin. the life of man as the word 
Incarnation properly denotes. What confronts us in the 
dying Christ with heart-subduing power is the sight of 
God giving up for our sake, God in the act of bearing our 
sins. This is at the back of everything that can be called 
Gospel, giving it preciousness and momentum. A great 
evangelist was accustomed to say that in his first days 
he spoke most about the sacrifice of Christ, but when he 
got older he came to speak as much of the sacrifice of the 
Father. Naturally ; the sacrifice of Christ is the sacrifice 
of God, in which He makes our burdens His own and puts 
away sin by the surrender of Himself ; and it is this life- 
giving apprehension which men declare, rather than 
define, when they say Incarnation. Nothing else does 
justice to the deep words of St Paul, to which believing 
hearts everywhere heat true : “ God commendeth His 
own love towards us -in that, while we were yet sinners, 
Christ died for us The love could not be His own, in 
the absolute sense insisted on by religion, were not God 
veritably present in Jesus, to give Himself for us. 

Love is not love which confines itself to words. There 
is no more bitter contrast in man’s life than the gaping 
chasm that may sever fine words from deeds of self- 
denial. To be itself, to win the soul, love must be clothed 
upon with costly action. By being what He was and 
doing wkat He did Jesus Christ has been able to convince 
men that this supreme law is submitted to even by the 
Eternal, and that when God stooped down to bte us in 
His Son the dream of the prophet, concerning the Ho'i^ 

^ The Death of OhrUt, p* 320* 
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One wlio in our afflictions! is afflicted, had come true. 
When wc tliink of this, letting it liil and dilate the mind, 
the word Incarnation rises unavoidably to our lips. We 
are not operating hero with any general idea of incarna- 
tion, which can be fitted to Christianity ; we are not 
engrossed with general ideas of any kind, but with Jesus. 
And it is the moveinent of our whole personality in His 
presence, supremely as He takes upon Him in death to 
deliver man, that impels us to say : “ lily Lord and my 
God 

Furthermore, this is the w-'eapon w’e may and ought to 
use against all suggestions — which even yet are occasion- 
ally made — that God had to be induced to love men, and 
that what Christ did and suffered provided the inducement. 
This of course must lie- false if our direct intuition of God’s 
love in the cross be valid. What older wTiters, who at 
least seem to tender these wholly unscriptiiral and more 
than half pagan suggestions, were endeavouring to bring 
out was, I think, in the first place the reality of the Divine 
wrath against sin. We need not pause ux^on this again. 
It has already been argued that in order to assert God’s 
wrath against sin, as you must, you need not question 
His eternal and essential love. iCia because God loves 
that anger in Him is conceivable and credible ; the 
behaviour of Jesus in the Gospels and our own highest 
experiences indicate as much. It is love alone that makes 
wrath pure, sublime, redemptive. 

But tihe second ^th they were intent upon, whatever 
their succe^ in formulating it, is of importance for our 
present argument. It is that through the reconciling 
work of Christ, attaining its climax in the cross, not merely 
is God’s love exhibited on an absolute scale, but a new 
situation arises for the sinful, as between God and them. 
To dwejl upon this for a moment is worth while. 
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Let us recur to wliat we have already found to be the 
best available analogy of God’s forgiveness — human 
forgiveness, in a noble form, as the spontaneous restora- 
tion of fellowship or friendship by the act of the offended 
person. Kow, when we scrutinise such an act closely, we 
can see that in an important sense it is creative. It not 
merely registers something that is present irrespectively 
of the forgiving act ; it produces what is decisively new. 
It afiects the course of events positively and remedially, 
calling a fresh situation into being. “ Nothing ”, it has 
been said, “ is harder for us than to forgive ; while wo 
are trying to ‘ make up our mind to it ’, ail the laws of 
our being, the considerations of our reason, and our sense 
of justice, seem to bar the way. But if the deed is done, 
and the forgiveness has been offered and accepted — 
then we seem to have broken through into a new 
world of friendship, which our own effort of will has 
created 

Many people, if they were frank, would confess that so 
far as they have gone in life, they have never yet been 
able to understand what forgiveness means. That is not 
surprising : there is in forgiveness something that baffles 
common thought. It appears to show a conclusion for 
which the premises do not account ; it appears, at first 
glance, to be both impossible and immoral. “Torgive- 
ness ”, writes Bernard Shaw, “ is a beggar’s refuge ; we 
must pay our debts To undo the past has the look of 
being beyond the normal resources of mankind. Yet this 
is but a partial view ; we know each of us from our 
experience of home that forgiveness can and does happen. 
It cannot ultimately be impossible, for it occurs ; it 
cannot be immoral, for it calls out a new and victorious 
goodness. The difficulty of understanding lies in the fact 
that it is creative. 


212 



212 The Atmement 

If we carry all this up to God, as a legitimate aid to the 
interpretation of His presence in the cross, it yields some 
appreciable light. That the cross should be borne for the 
ungodly and thankless, for men who wish for nothing of 
the sort, is a Divine act of the initiatory and creative 
type. There the love of God invades us, all the fuller 
of grace because totally unsought ; and when those who 
have become aware of it refuse its appeal, the refusal costs 
them a real effort : they have the sense of resisting a 
powerful influence, which they have to exert force to 
thrust aside. But if the cross be thus God’s creative act, 
in relation to sin, it is impossible that it should leave 
things between Him and us just as before. And the 
change produced by it may, I think, be stated thus : All 
that went to the death of Christ, constituting it the 
definitive self-expression of God towards the sinful, not 
merely reveals God’s antecedently forgiving love ; it 
actually eonmys forgiveness and renders it effective. The 
analogy of human experience makes clear that a for- 
giving disposition obtains no result as long as it is silent, 
quiescent, inactive ; it bears fruit only when the message 
of reconciliation has been sent' and dcKvered, the word of 
pardon spoken, the look exchanged, the hand grasped. The 
point is that such act® are both declaratory and effective ; 
they reveal what already exists, but also by, the enacted 
revelation they call into being what is new and original. 
So the cross not merely disclosed the Bather’s eternal 
attitude of wMlingness to pardon but produced in addition 
a new relationship. If we may put it so, the relation 
between God and man is not unchanging, although its 
- moral basis cannot alter ; it may change in the sense of 
being developed out of an estrangement cor^iously felt 
on both sides into a situation — realised at the cost under- 
gone in Christ’s spirit and body — which the forgiveness 
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of the Father is sent home to the guilty conscience and 
heart. 

At this point the question may natiirally be put : How 
could Jesus impart forgiveness to- sinful men during His 
lifetime, if in any important sense His sufferings and 
death are the creative medium through which the Divine 
mercy reaches us ? I do not know that to this any com- 
plete answer can be made, but the problem is not wholly 
dark. We must recall the hfe-work to which Jesus had 
dedicated HimseK. This Hfe-work may be briefly 
described as that of estabHshing the Kingdom of God as 
the Father’s representative, in a world of sin. And for 
His mind, as everywhere in Scripture, the Kingdom is 
built upon the forgiveness of sins. Such a work cannot 
be done mechanically or from outside, but only through 
experience. It can only be done from within the sinner’s 
situation, its misery and sense of condemnation. There 
is a sympathy which does not stand aloof, content with 
words, but which descends into the depth of need and lays 
hold upon the other’s burden. If we picture Jesus face 
to face with one of the penitents who encountered Him — 
the sick of the palsy, the woman that was a sinner — we 
may ask ourselves precisely what it was in Him that 
conveyed to them the sense and reality of pardon. What 
created their assurance ? Manifestly not the simple fact 
that He admitted them to His presence, or that He looked 
at them, as a spectator of their misery. Rather it was 
that in spirit He went down to where they were, in their 
bitter, grief-stricken distance from God ; and that thus 
Joining Himself to them inwardly He took hold of their 
hand, that He might raise them up. 

This may be repudiated as fantastic and sentimentally 
unreal ; but is it actually so 1 From other quarters we 
may gather that it is an experience possible for good men. 
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'‘Do you know”, said Willmm Morris tlie poet, “when 
I see a poor devil clriiiife and hrutal, I always feci, quite 
ax>art from sesthetical perceptions, a sort of shame, as if 
I m5^self had some hand in it In well-remembered 
words, too, George Fox tells how prayed “to be 
baptised into a sense of all conditions, that I might Icnow 
the needs and feel the sorrows of ail The true -hearted 
pastor, coming close to the moral derelict who signals for 
help, has a consciousness of mediation resembling this ; 
entering into the desperate need, he goes into God’s 
presence with the weight of the other’s sin upon his 
spirit ; representatively and intercediiigly he takes his 
hand to lead him in with himself to God. It is impossible 
not to believe that we approach the true view of Jesus’ 
mediation when we think along such lines to the very 
uttermost. But for Jesus thus to enter into onr condition 
by strong sympathy imi>lied in the final issue nothing less 
than death. As it has been put in words that catch the 
very spirit of reconciliation : “ The sinless Sufferer on the 
cross, in His oneness with His brethren, felt their wrong- 
doing His own, confessed in His forsakenness that God 
would have nothing to do with it save destroy it, felt that 
it separated betw'een men and God, and that He was 
actually away from God. . . . That He with His recoil 
and quiver should stiU have loved us so intensely that, 
when He felt the guK fixed between God and sinners, 
He thought Himself on our side of the breach and 
numbered Himself with the transgressors — ^that is the 
marvel 

Thus in the cross God in Christ links Himself with our 
sinful spirit in its sorest need, owning for all His omnipo- 
tence the reality of righteousness and guilt. For Christ 
thus to save from within the human experience is the 
* H. S. Ooffin, Sooml Aspects oj the Oross^ pp. 13, 23. 
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limiting case of that deep principle whereby the higher 
soul puts itself in the place of the lower. 


If j as has been arghed, the cross is the snpreme manifes- 
tation of Dmne love, it may seem as if the position we 
are seeking to occnpy may easily be undermined. How 
shall we answer those who protest that forgiveness has 
no vital cohnexion with Christ’s death, and that to under- 
stand its presuppositions we have only to read the Parable 
of the Prodigal Son f Now it is true that that parable 
says nothing of the cross ; as indeed for that matter it 
says nothing of Jesus. Apart from such details, however, 
and also from the fact that there is something curiously 
mechanical in the idea that after a certain point no 
further truth j say, regarding the cos^ of redemption, 
could reach the believing mind, there are still good 
grounds for interpreting the cross as the medium 
of pardon, and this not despite God’s love but because 
of it. 

In the first place, everything is relevant here that led 
us at an earlier point to describe the cross as the con- 
demnation of human sin. The love of God is holy, 
majestic, "awe-inspiring and august ; nor can any love 
possess the respect of moral beings Which lacks this self- 
maintaining stringency. Holiness is the austere element 
in love, preserving it from wrong. We are able to speak 
separately of the two things, love and holiness, because 
in men they often seem distinct ; but in God they are 
indistinguishable. There are principles of righteousness 
native to the love of God, and in dealing with the sinful 
He acts in harmony with these principles,- not against 
them.- Porgiveness can be taken by the living conscience 
only as it comes through Judgment, and it is part of the 
Christian conception of God that He forgives in such wise 
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as will not foster the seeck of evil •within ns. Ileneo in 
God's very nature there is- what may be called a moral 
necessity that pardon should be mediated throngh active 
condemnation. He so reveals H imself in the cross that His 
mind about sin is nneqnivooally disclosed ; the world is 
shown how awful goodness is. 

Not only so, but in every great forgiveness there is 
enshrined a great agony. If God be Father, with the 
immeasurable access of meaning that name has received 
through Jesus, we cannot but throw out our minds with 
conviction towards the truth that He is better than the 
best earthly fatherhood or motherhood in His anguish 
over the sin of children, with a pain that flows out in 
sacrifice. We cannot set limits to the magnitude of 
suffering which even human affection wall undergo in its 
ministries of care for the estranged and wayward, and in 
view of Jesus we have still further to dilate our thoughts 
of what is possible to love. Ideas of the Divine impas- 
sibility derived from ages which were very far from 
humane, and which too often regarded suffering unoon- 
cemedly as a mark of the weak and the vanquished, can 
now make little appeal. The power to forgive, to send 
forgiveness home to the needy heart, cannot be had for 
nothing ; in God or man it is bought at a price. It k 
bought only ■with the suffering of the offended spirit. The 
electric current that pervades the whole wire flashes into 
light at its sensitive point ; so the timeless pain of God 
over human evil becomes visible in Christ’s passion. I 
cannot profess to demonstrate such a thought by logic, 
and we perhaps do well to distrust all pretensions to 
argumentative cogency in this sphere. But these things , it 
may be said unhesitatingly, do come home to ns in the 
hour of Communion *, in ways to which language •will 
’ be inadequate we are there brought in contact 


Sinful Men Need the Cross 217 

with Divine suffering for the guiltyj with an tmstispeoted 
love that for OUT sake bears all things. 

These considerations impart a snbstantial meaning to 
the view that from the Divine side what may be called a 
spiritual necessity attaches to reconciliation throngh 
Christ’s suffering and death ; in the light of the Divine 
nature the cross is envisaged as something that had to be, 
because Cod is holy and is love. But not less it is neces- 
sary for ourselves. We, the sinful, need the cross where 
Jesus died. 

It may indeed be urged that if God is love, then redemp- 
tion is in any case secure, whether there be a cross or not. 
Once fix the truth that love is God'S very being, and 
forgiveness becomes self-evident. The fountain implies 
the stream. But here the objector is met by a formidable 
prior question : How do we know that God is love ? It 
is assumed, perhaps, but on what grounds ? Par from 
being an elementary common-place, the proposition that 
God is love would be denied at this moment by the vast 
majority of mankind. That love certainly does not leap 
to the eye as we observe nature or scrutinise history. 
Modern literature, filled with the darkest fatalistic 
pessimism, is being written by able men who deny pas- 
sionately that all things are ordered by a humane 
intelligence, and who reject the statement that God is 
love as the most utter falsehood, and a crime against the 
human race. Such men point to the desolating facts of 
life — ^its injustice, disease and pain — ^protesting that the 
universe exhibits not the faintest trace of loving control. 
Well, their facts, are there, visible to all, whatever may 
be said of then inferences. And in view of the innumer- 
able sori’ows which have burdened men’s hearts from the 
outset of time, are we to believe that Divine love is 
something to be taken for granted, an unimpeachable and 
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self-attesting reality ? Tiie truth is that apart from 
Christ we vshould in great measure be nonpiussed by the 
cosmic phenomena ; we should really not know what to 
make of the world. But if so, there is something like 
affectation in the idea tliat the cross of Jesus merely 
illustrates a truth we could have discovered for ourselves. 
It is not the case that belief in Dh'iiic love has given 
credibility to the story of Jesus ; it is the other way about. 
The story alone has made the belief credible in its 
specifically Christian form. We need the cross, if w^e are 
to be fully persuaded that God pardons to the utter- 
most. 

Also we need it to induce penitence. It is vain to 
argue as though what the New Testament calls “ re- 
pentance unto life *’ is the simple product of reasonable or 
even unanswerable appeals to the understanding. That 
is a pure hallucination which a single experiment will 
dispel. There is indeed no point at which the thoughtful 
observer has the conviction thrust upon him so irresistibly 
that there must be a Holy Spirit, if the Christian life is 
ever to be begun. Nothing but the inward energising of 
a Divine power will bring men to repent in Jesus’ sense. 
But penitence must have a motive. There must be 
presented to the mind that which will fill it with grief and 
hatred of sin ; and when we examine the past, or look 
around us, w§ discover that nothing in thought or ex- 
perience is comparable to the cross for power to induce 
penitence in Christian or non-Christian, in old or young, 
in learned or simple. In the passion of Jesus there is that 
which breaks men down and melts them in contrition. 
Not in' a remorse that goes out despairingly into darkness, 
but in a piercing and softening sorrow for all they are 
and have become ; a sorrow which on its other side is an 
^ apprehension of the Bather’s mercy. To repent before 
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Christ crncified and to trust because of Him— -these are 
two aspects of one regenerating experience. 

Nor is it to be forgotten that by the evocation of such 
trustful and purifying penitence, laden with moral 
impulse, the reconciling work of God— the atonement, in 
ordinary terms— serves the ends of righteousness more 
eifectively than could have been done by mere punish- 
ment. Punishment by itself cannot produce the specifi- 
cally evangelical kind of repentance. Doubtless it may 
lead men-— it often does — to wish they had let sin alone 
and not made fools of themselves ; but this is at best 
self-pity, not repentance in the least. When a man from 
whom nature is exacting the penalty of broken law con- 
fesses that he has himself to thank for his misery, that 
his sin has found him out, such confession by itseK will 
not change him. It will not put him in a new relation to 
the Father, But precisely this new relationship is created 
by the right kind of response to the Solemnising love of 
.. God made manifest in Jesus, above all in His death. In 
other words, the Father’s mercy is held forth in an act 
which persuades men to be done with sin. The assurance 
that guilt is removed comes in a manner and through a 
medium which secures the brealdng of sin’s power. The 
aim of reconciliation, on any showing, is that in humility 
we should live with the Father on the footing of pardoned 
sonship ; this aim is realised wherever men apprehend 
Chiist-r-vestitum evangeUo— with contrite faith. 

The problem still remaining may perhaps be formulated 
thus . How does the reconoiling work of God in Christ 
take effect for us and in us t The perfect obedience of 
Christ stands out as a great past fact ; how can it benefit 
or savingly embrace others ? How does His homage to 
the righteous will of God take us in ? Assuming that He 
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manifested the holiness and iovo of God, that He fulfilled 
all righteousness, echoing the Ij^ather’s condemnation of 
sin and sharing the Father’s grief for it — ^may we come 
to be involved and have our own share in it ? Can His 
response to God’s Judgment become ours ? What lets us 
into partnership with it before God, and gives a worthy 
meaning to the statement that we are forgiven for 
Christ’s sake ” ? 

I suggest that, so far as may be, we best elucidate this 
problem by viewing the cross of Christ as a sacrifice, in 
which by faith we partake. 

It has been urged that the conception of sacrifice is 
sub-Christian in quality, and has no further relevance to 
what we see in Jesus. But it is difficult to understand 
why sacrifice alone, among the great and immemorial 
religious ideas, should be insusceptible of a higher and 
completely spiritual meaning. Prayer too may take 
higher and lower forms ; yet there may be a perfect 
sacrifice, as there may be perfect prayer. As a fact, even 
in the Old Testament it is one of the saKent characteristics 
of sacrifice that as a method or institution it is a Divine 
gift. The whole conception of sacrifice in reality falls 
under the category of revelation ; this is the way in which 
Jahweh has made known His desire to be approached ; 
and when it is offered in the right way, the worshipper 
efieotually draws near to God. It is not a device contrived 
by men, through which God is propitiated in the heathen 
sense ; it is a means to cover sin from His sight which 
God provided The initiative is with Him. Ho one will 
suggest to-day that Christ’s death is interpretable by the 
light of detailed prescriptions in Leviticus ; yet even there 
a spiritual principle may be struggling into visibility. 
Often when people speak of Christ’s sacrifice, perhaps 
-deridiutg H!is death in that character, they appear to 
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obedience vested in that act, at once inward and outward^ 
in which He gave the life needed by the Father’s recon- 
ciling will. And it is eqnally misleading to speak 
exclusively of the shedding of blood at Calvary, as Just 
so much physical torment, in forgetfulness of the fact 
that it was the spirit underlying and expressed in the 
sacrifice that gave it all its worth. 

Throughout we have sought to understand how the 
essential mark of Christ was utter self-identifioation with 
the sinful whom He forgave. And this chosen oneness 
with sinners, evinced at His baptism and elsewhere, came 
to a head in death. But such identification with us on 
His part involves consequences for Him, and it involves 
consequences no less for us. It was not as any isolated 
or separate individual, disowning responsibility for others, 
that He gave Himself at last. For us, with us, He there 
bowed under the Father’s judgment on sin, confessing 
the sinfulness of wrong and its utter evil in God’s sight. 
His bowing thus, in perfect love, ims His sacrifice. And 
what we do by faith is to conjoin ourselves with Him, 
before, God, in that momentous doing and suffering. 
Nothing less than this is the implicit moaning of faith. W e 
take His confession as our own, pronouncing our Amen to 
His utter acceptance of the righteous will of God. By 
faith we drink of His cup and are baptised in His death for 
sin. The man who by faith unites himself to Christ upon 
the cross, numbering himself with the Bcdeemer in the 
sacrifice which that death was in God’s sight because 
animated by God’s Spirit ; the man who submits in 
Christ to the condemnation of sin there manifested and 
btoe by love, and who with Christ and in Him affirms 
his seiE-abandoning homage to God’s holy will — this man 
is right with God. Such a sacrifice or self-giving he could 
not have made by himself or for himseK, but he can 
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identify himself with the perfect sacrifice ; for what is 
original ill Jesus may be derivative in us. When he does 
so, he exhibits the mind and spirit of perfect sonship, 
which alone is satisfying to the Father’s heart. 

Thus a true and worthy meaning can be found in the 
phrase, ‘‘ forgiven for Christ’s sake”. It of course does 
not mean that Christ propitiated God, or by the atonement 
moved Him to remit our wrong ; which would be to use 
the cross to hide God rather than reveal Him. So long 
as our thought of God remains imperfectly Christianised, 
we shall have perpetually to reiterate the truth that the 
love of the Father is the fount of all redemption. The 
atonement is the manner, necessary to His love, in which 
His pardon is given. 

There is a partial analogy to God’s reception of us for 
Christ’s sake in the fact that one man receives another 
for the sake of a friend, intimately related to both. The 
new-comer is admitted to good-will because his connexion 
with that intermediary vouches for his spirit and temper. 
This may possibly be hinted at by the words put in Jesus’ 
lips : “ The Father Himself loveth you, because ye have 
loved Me Christ takes us with Him, as it were, into 
communion with God. His value to God stretches over 
and covers those who have become His disciples. 

Hone the less we feel such an analogy, even if drawn 
from the profoundest regions of human intercourse, 
to be lacking in that ineffable and transcendent element 
which distinguishes religion from morality. For this we 
must turn to the great conception of Union with Christ, 
as it appears in Pauline and Johannine thought. All 
Christianity resides in the two companion truths : God 
in Christ for us, we in Christ for God. The second of these 
concerns us now. It is part of Christian experience, at 
» John 16®’. 
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its iiiglicjit-, that what may pi'rhaps be designated aa 
“ organic ” connexion is felt to subsist between Christ 
and Ilis people ; the idea is one to which the Kew Testa- 
ment constantly returns, and which lias gathered round 
itself the sympathy of many saints. The wisest theo- 
logical rejflcction has probably been aware that the con- 
ception as a ■whole will scarcely bear intellectual analysis, 
but becomes significant and Imninous only in the loftiest 
moments of believing insight. On any other terms 
Union with Christ may degenerate into a cheap and 
superficial phrase, which does not so much illumine as 
obscure and which inevitably provokes a purely negative 
and desolating ciitioisni. We need not therefore attempt 
to prove that Christ and sinful men can be united in that 
close and living personal fellowship indicated by the New 
Testament picture of Christ as Head of His Body the 
Church, or by St Paul’s unforgettable words : There 
is now no condemnation to those who are in Christ Jesus 
But that this union is fact appears to be vitally bound 
up with the plain oircumstanoe that we find ourselves 
taking to Christ an attitude which is specifically religious, 
and tha't in the Christian life, as the saints have lived it, 
it transpires that Christ is not isolated from Christians, 
but one with them and they with Him. In the relation 
to Him created by faith, the supposed isolation of one 
personality from another is somehow mitigated and 
overcome; and* without ever a thought of mystical 
absorption, we are able in Hving adhesion to transcend 
ourselv^, and, abandoning sell, commit our life to Him, 
Either the Christian religion has been a mistake from the 
first, or this inexpressible thing is fact. And to be forgiven 
“ for GhrisPs sake ” means, in this light, that we being 
one wilh, ChHst, God sees us so, and in His great love and 
lighteousneife acknowledges so. He receives, despite 
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their sin, all those who in virtue of being thus in spirit 
united to His Son are satisfying to His fatherly mind. 

This mode of stating what is involved in reconciliation 
and forgiveness does, I think, fairly meet the common 
objections to the doctrine of atonement that in quality, 
and considered as an arrangement, it is thoroughly 
immoral. How, it is said, can we worthily conceive the 
transference of ethical responsibilities from one person 
to another ? And it is only too cexiiain that not infre- 
quently the doctrine has been so put, in sermon or hymn- 
book or theology, as to invite and more than half justify 
the reproach. If, however, we make Union with Christ, 
in its profound New Testament sense, our point of depar- 
ture, there can be no question of our guilt being externally 
imputed to Christ, and His righteousness as externally 
to us. It is a case rather of spiritual and wilied self- 
identification with Jesus Christ the righteous, making us 
by no fiction but in actual will and spirit right with the 
Father. If it be the truth, as we have seen, that Christ’s 
sacrifice consisted in the perfect surrender of Himself to 
God, in obedience that merged at last in death, if His 
self-offering was His dying acquiescence in the loving 
Divine condemnation of sin present in His pain, this is 
not a sacrifice which makes our sacrifice needless ; it is 
one, rather, that makes it possible. As united to Him, 
we can even perceive Christ to have been our Substitute, 
doing that for us which we could not have done for our- 
selves, and which, since He has done it, we have no need 
to do over again. He was the pathfinder for the sinful 
to the Father, and one pathfinder suffices. But we are 
saved only as in spirit we join ourselves to His act and 
suffering. That adherence to Him in faith ushers us into 
communion -with God. Thus atonement constraed in 
the light of Union with Christ, so faar from ministering to 
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ethical laxity, means that the sinner who has admitted 
Christ to heart and life has now within him the living 
principle of radical goodness. To take Christ for pardon 
and to take Him for holiness are one thing. The moral 
resources of life now abide in that Other, the partner of 
our spirit. This is something we may experience but never 
can explain ; and the counter-assertion of this man or 
that other that he knows nothing of any such experience 
avails nothing to disprove its reality. 

One thing more may he said. By making Union with 
Christ central and determinative in this matter of for- 
giveness and its conditions, we do justice to a spiritual 
instinct which declares that by no possibility can we be 
saved outside ourselves. The crucifixion as an event of 
bygone history does not reconcile. The merely given fact 
of Jesus’ death may leave us untouched and estranged. 
Somehow the virtue of that sacrifice must come to be 
within us. There was a spirit in it which must become our 
spirit if we are to be the sons of God. In His death at the 
hand of sinners Christ was the complete revelation of the 
Father’s holy love ; but the reconciliation thence arising 
is not, as has often been affirmed, something past and 
once for all finished. In a perfectly moral and spiritual 
religion, reconciliation can consist in nothing but the 
actual effectuation of fellowship between men and God, 
through seeking, costly Divine love on the one hand and 
its penitent reception by man on the other. Hence 
reconciliation, due to Christ’s great act of love at Calvary, 
is stiU proceeding, as one after another men unite them- 
' selves by faith to the Representative who answered in 
their name. So we are pardoned “ for Christ’s sake ” as 
being “ in Him Believers know Him as the sole Medi- 
ator and Surety of their reconciliation ; as "the source to 
which all reconciliation is traceable, and from which 
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unceasingly it flows. His life, His passion, His death are 
the satisfaction not of incensed Deity, but of our guilty 
conscience, and of an ultimate necessity based deep in 
the nature of the Father’s holy love. 

It is no matter for surprise that at the cross supremely 
we should become aware of elements in Christianity which 
pass the limits of human speech and thought. All true 
religion enfolds that which is unfathomable, and the cross 
with the saving experiences it engenders is the focus of 
Christian religion. If we have stood beneath its shadow, 
if its aspect has touched and changed us, we too can bear 
witness to its ineffable significance ; we now know that 
the mystery of goodness is greater by far than the mystery 
of evil. That the abyss between the Holy Father and us 
the sinful should have been crossed, from the further side ; 
that in Jesus the guiltless suffering Of the righteous, and 
for us, should have put on its absolute and final form, 
leaving nothing undone by God that might be done, 
nothing unendured that might be borne— this is nothing 
of course, but a strange and unimaginable miracle. We 
cannot measure it, but we can drink in life from the 
thought of it ; and its wonder, which no mind can compass 
or define, we can sing. 

True, it cannot be assumed that the significance of the 
cross will be equally manifest, or indeed equally welcome, 
to all men or even all Christians. There are distinguish- 
able stages in the appreciation of Christ and His 
achievement. A man may embark on the Christian life 
by taking Jesus as his example, and may derive from Him 
in that character an imparted faith and power which in 
a most real degree give victory over temptation. Christ 
thus far is in large measure only a new and homogeneous 
factor in his moral development, bringing his own higher 







impulses to fruition. But a deeper necessity may emerge 


that all his moral efforts are Tain and that, in the light 
cast by God, he now appears even to himself as one who, 
guiltily and unconditionally, has failed. In Christ’s 
presence he leama, gradually or suddenly, the final truth 
about himself ; and the revelation breaks him. It is in such 


hihty and acknowledged impotence a man has bowed 
his head and fallen on his knees, that the word of the 
cross ” can find its most effectual entrance. Nor will any 
message of reconciliation suffice which does not contain 
a worthy relief for this, our profoundest and sorest need. 
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CHAPTER X 


THE EXPERIENCE OP BEING FORGIVEN 

T he characteristic faith of the New Testament 
preached anew by the Reformers, is a faith which 
sees the demands and accusations of conscience in a clear 
but dreadful light. The way to God for such beings as 
we are lies not through sesthetic impressions, or through 
submissions to authority which ethically are irrelevant ; 
it lies through the sense of right and wrong. It appears 
indeed to be the will of God that no one can appreciate 
pardon, in the sense it bears in the Gospel, who is not on 
the way to recognising himself as a complete moral 
failure, between whom and the Holy One lies a deep, 
broad gulf. The inner oracle of man’s heart, where there 
is spiritual sensitiveness, declares him polluted and 
imelean. And if God be holy, the place of the unclean 
must be far from God. 

To the average man, doubtless, thhi is scrupulosity in 
an absurd degree. He sincerely thinks that much ado is 
being made about next to nothing. The more sensitive 
man, on the other hand, the man who for a month has 
tried to keep one single Divine command — say, the 
command to be wholly pure in thought, or to love God 
more than all else — cannot but confess that far from being 
what he ought to be in the sight of God, he is poles asunder 
even from his own ideal. What comes home to him, in 
hours of sober, clear-eyed self-scrutiny, is his intrinsic 
unfitness to live before God. He is evil, and evil cannot 
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dwell with the Eternal. The attempt to live unbrokeiily 
in the presence of God is bound under these conditions 
to be nnendnrably painfnr; something in fact that 
could not long be sustained but lor the hope of better 
things. v,': 

So that to xmderstand forgiveness we must take the 
relation of religion to morality on its deepest plane. By 
the creative will of God we have the moral law; the moral 
consciousness, at the core of our being ; and in accordance 
with this our given constitution, it looks not merely 
altogether natural but positively obligatory that we 
should seek to win our place with God on the lines of moral 
achievement. Yet the harder we try, the more certainly 
we lapse into despair. Were it not that we have learned 
that the Ways of God are not easy to argue about, we 
should tend to say that a Divine purpose is manifested 
here. I mean that if the universal expeiience of believers 
is any guide, it looks like God’s intention that we should 
first make trial of our moral independence, and, failing 
utterly, should learn that righteousness and holiness 
belong to God only. Certainly it is mysteriously easy 
for the morally earnest man to grow proud of himself ; 
and if it were to be laid down that the self-approval of a 
good conscience is never, even in the best; men, untainted 
by worthless pride, I do not suppose that the assertion 
could be seriously refuted. If we are ever to be in a 
right— that is, a wholly filial — relationship to God, this 
seH-satisf action must be torn out by the roots. We must 
, come with empty hands, content to owe everything to 
God, though it seeins more than nature can bear thus to 
take all and earn nothing, To bring us to this point, 
the only possible starting-place, a sense of moral unworthi- 
ness is the indispensabie prerequiMte. 

Quite simple experiences of the inner life may reveal 
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iis to ourselves. ^ It becomes plain that self-love, mixed 
^th better elements, is at the roots of our being. How- 
ever firm our self-control, the first reaction of which we 
became aware upon a sudden and cruel blow dealt us by 
a passer-by would unquestionably be one of hatred; 
the first emotion that filled our mind at hearing of the 
success of a rival woidd unquestionably be one of envy. 
We should recover ourselves promptly, no doubt ; we 
should suppress the envy or hate ; gradually our feeling 
might even pass into positive compassion or a pleased 
delight in others’ good. But in the meantime, if we 
faced the truth, we should have seen deeper than before 
into the terrible make-np of our nature. It is a corrupt 
nature, the worst ingredients of which are undeniably 
beyond onr own power and blaze up in sinfnl fire before 
ever we realise what is happening. By strong self-disci- 
pline, it is true, we can tame and train ourselves to decent 
behaviour in the presence of our fellows ; but while action 
may he curbed, the struggle with the first involuntary 
spurts of feeling is all but unavailing. And as we face 
God, it becomes clear that in any case such violent and 
forced seK-suppression can never satisfy His fatherly 
heart. What He asks is that we should love Him and our 
neighbour with all our heart— freely, gladly, ttnfeignedly. 
And this is worlds away from our actual state, it is like 
the marooned sailor’s imagmation of wife and child and 
home. Nothing that can be said, and said truly, of the 
good that is in a man can change the fact that this evil, 
so fierce and guilty, is also there. 

Not until, we have learned these things about our own 
heart, can we be said to know more than the crust or 
surface of ourselves. W^hen the truth dawns upon ns, it 
is all over with self-satisfaction ; one of two things must 
Of. Heim, Das Wssm des evangelischen Ohristerdums, chap. vii. 
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ensue — either we must sink in ruin or we must find 
God. 

There is but one way out : we are undone except as there 
is made good to us the utterly free forgiveness of God. 
And the state or attitude of thought, feeling and will in 
which we receive this inestimable gift is that which can 
only be designated by the two great words, Repentance 
and Faith. 


There must be, that is, at once trust in the merciful 
good-will of God and penitent revulsion from our personal 
evil. In responding to the Father, we both own and 
disown our past. We cannot reach out towards Christ 
and not (at least incipiently) hate our sins, any more 
than we can love candour and not abhor a lie. To see 
God in a new light is to change our estimate of all that we 
have been and are. It would be almost superfluous to 
argue the point, which is agreed among us. 

That the attitude is one, although with these two 
aspects, is made fairly obvious by the teaching of Jesus. 
Religion for Jesus centred in faith, which He lived as 
well as taught, and which unceasingly He communicated 
to others. Little faith, fear, undaring prayer — ^He 
condemns these in the sense that He views them as an 
Tinworthy response to the Father, and His call is for un- 
qualified trust in God’s adequacy to aU man’s need, for 
whole-hearted adhesion to Himself as the Father’s repre- 
sentative. Yet it would be correct enough, statistically, 
to say that Jesus spoke more about Repentance than 
Faith *, the Logm^ for example, appears to use “ faith ” 
only twice. He assumes that there will be pain and shame 
felt over the evil repented of. But throughout, whether 
. faith m penitence be emphasised, our Lord evidently 
has. one apd the same thing in His mind. We may caH it 
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“ Chang© of heart Tii© great instance where H© exhibits 
its actnal oconrrene© is the Prodigal Son ; and ho w human, 
a story it is, that of a man in whom repentance began 
with nothing more exalted than himger ! Also we can 
watch repentance at work in the parable of the Pharisee 
and the publican, which it is difficult to think Jesus told 
without great intensity of feeling. 

As we read books about faith and penitence (and good 
books on that topic are not rare), two reflections are apt 
to suggest themselves. In the first place, our ideas of 
the spiritual attitudes so designated tend to be unduly 
static, insufficiently dynamic. Or, in plain English, we 
incline to view them as experiences completed as it were 
at a stroke — things fixed and finished, which can be all 
seen at a glance and reduced to black and white. Yet 
in reality they are living dispositions of the soul, tp whose 
essence it belongs to move and grow, as by inherent 
quality. Theif true character and value is discoverable 
rather from the direction to which they tend than from 
any transient or emotional manifestation in which they 
flash out. And again, we are perpetually being tempted 
to construct a model scheme of Faith and Penitence, 
even against our better knowledge, and to apply it ped- 
antically by way of standard to each new instance. Thus 
questions are forced into prominence which gave immense 
trouble to Christian thinkers of a past age, and which of 
course are highly important once you assume that a 
certain regular programme of inward experiences has to 
be gone through. It was debated at great length, for 
example, which of the two, faith and repentance, comes 
first; whether repentance issues from apprehension of 
the Gospel or of the Law ; whether there may not be a 
preliminary* and as it were introductory penitence which 
the Law evokes, but which is succeeded by a fuller and 
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genuinely evangelical penitence that is the only thing 
worthy of the name. But the infinite variety of life scouts 
all such prescriptions. We can hardly venture on any- 
thing more than a generalisation such as this — Wherever 
you find a forgiven’ man, who, as forgiven, is living in 
fellowship with God and in recGiiciliation with men, you 
may be sure that ill the past his spiritual life has come to 
exhibit two mobile and permanent companion tendencies 
— ^the tendency to take humbly from God, which is faith, 
and the tendency to judge and amend himself, which is 
penitence. One of the two may predominate at a certain 
age or under special conditions ; but both mil invariably 
be present, and each will feed and intensify the other. 
As he comes with empty hands to God revealed in Jesus, 
he will learn ever more profoundly his unworthiness of 
love so great ; and as he judges his own life, the quickened 
sense of its selfishness and folly will force him back upon 
God’s free love. 

Repentance (to take it fimt), like every religious act, 
concerns the three cardinal modes of being conscious — 
knowing, feeling, willing. Bin is recognised, it is disliked, 
it is disowned. Recognition of sin by itself is not repent- 
ance ; it may be defiance. Nor is sorrow for sin 
repentance, if it be alone in the mind ; it may be remorse 
or despair. Abandonment of sin, by itself, may be no 
more than prudence. The regenerating fact is all three, 
as a unity, baptised in a sense of God’s personal grace to 
the sinful. 

The Shorter Catechism, to which the virtues of Scotsmen 
have occasionally been ascribed by sanguine natives, 
ofiers a. noble reply to the question, what repentance is. 
“ Repentance unto life ”, it answ'ers, “ is a saving grace, 
whereby a sinner, out of a true sense of his sin,-and appre- 
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and hatred of h\t^ sin turn from it nnto God, with. Mi 
pnrpose of and endeavour after new obedience T.ho 
knowing, tlie feeling and the- wiiling, of which I have 
already spolven, are obviously present here. Where the 
“ true sense ” of sin comes from — whether it is called forth 
by aotpiaintancc witJi Christ, or by a noble friendship, 
or by the painful or soiemiiisiiig facts of life — is not 
stated ; what is insisted on is its reality. But it is at least 
closely associated mth “ apxwehension of the mercy of 
God in Ciirist ’’ ; which indicates that in ah probability 
the authors wamild have agreed that the sense of our own 
badness and ill-desert stimulated by a realisation of God’s 
presence in Jesus is likely to be sharper and more lasting 
than that due to our conceiving God simply as Moral 
Governor or Judge. It cannot be forgotten that the 
character of Jesus itself acts as the most searching of ail 
criteria of sin. 

These seventeenth-century thinkers have a look of 
being ah but infallible on questiojis of what is called 
“ exi)erimontal religion In the present ease, they 
perceived that in describing wha,t goes on in the mind of 
one who is accox)ting the Father’s forgiveness in Glnist, 
they must on no account set up a narrowly conceived 
pattern of experience to which each penitent is expected 
to conform. They did not lay down that the consciousness 
of sin must be poignantly acii,te, or duly protracted, or 
accompanied by quaking teiTors of conscience ; in a plain 
manly way they declared that if the man was serious the 
sense of sin would be real. Nor did they assert that to 
have peace with God the penitent must believe a special 
theory of atonement ; for them, the one thing needful is 
to apprehend the mercy of God in Christ. They gave no 
colour, either, to antinomianism, as though the forgiven 
were now chartered libertines who after obtaining pardon 
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could act pretty well as tliey clmse, with the certitude 
that if they should again happen to do wrong, more 
pardon could easily he, had.: . They simply .said that part 
of the mental content of true repentanee. is the resolve 
to stop simiing and serve God with a right intention. 

This emphasis on the volitioiml aspect of repentance 
is of special value. Stress is laid, not on storms of feeling, 
but on the act of turning from sin. It is not only that 
God cannot pardon the man who intends to remain at 
his old level ; such a man cannot take pardon. Hence all 
great evangelists have insisted strongly on reparation, 
In reference to the moral stringency of Jesus, which so 
impressed Zacoheus, Dr W. M. Maegregor observes : 
“Preachers are apt in talking of the mercy of Jesus to 
forget that there is no mercy in allowing a mean and 
dishonourable man to go on in meanness ; mercy to such 
a man requires that he should get the chance of escaping 
dishonour After all, we lay hold upon God by the 
strongest thing in us, our sense of right ; and evangelical 
religion is poisoned w^hich loses this sense of the moral 
inexorability of God’s claim. Without the abandonment 
of evil — ^in predominant desire and intention, that is, I 
do not say in achieved completeness — ^penitence may 
become nothing higher than a disease of feeling, with no 
more reality in it than the habit of self-disparagement 
indulged by some peculiarly vain men. The resolve, at 
whatever cost of humiliation or effort, to set things right, 
is a part of repentance ; and although it is no doubt 
implied in a penitent’s secret transactions ■with God, it 
dies out, and the reality of penitence with it, unless it is 
given practical embodiment and made explicit. 

Two difficulties are often felt at this point. First it 
may be, said : Why contend that repentant faith is a 
precondition of our being forgiven ? Can there be 
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conditions of any kind 1 Does trne love 'vrait on repent- 
ance, and especially lo¥e like that of God in Christ 1 Surely 
mercy on that scale transcends the offence, anticipating 
ah movement on the transgressor's part, even that of 
compunction, and heaping its gifts on the imV'Orthy with- 
out reserve, Anything else (it is argued) would be a timid 
aiid caloiilating love, very imlike the love of Jesus. The 
self-giving of love in pardon with -onqiialified generosity 

itself the most powerful incentive for the evocation 
of penitence such as makes a repetition of the offence 
impossible. 

With the intention ns-aally in the mind of this objector 
there will, I think, be widespread sympathy; but he 
does not greatly help matters hy his indiscriminate use 
of terms. In reality, the objection rests on a confusion 
between love as a feeling or attitude, and forgiveness as 
an act. Certainly no one who had learnt religion from the 
New Testament would affirm that before loving an 
offender, you should first wait and see whether he is 
penitent. But loving and pardoning are not, as such, 
identical. Love is the creative capacity of pardoning, and 
the mainspring of its effluence ; but it is not, simply and 
by itself, the decisive concrete act of restoring peace 
betw’een estranged bearts. Love, just because it is love, 
and is the very nature of the living God, is affected by 
the entrance of sin ; not in the least that it has ceased 
to be, but that, p(u*sonal relationships having been affected 
the activity of love is affected too, and ite activity is 
(so far) interrupted. A moral love, in short, must take 
the form of active antagonism to the sinful life, even 
though the personal affection is still there, constant and 
i waiting. Now pai’don is the establishment of right 
mutual relations ; and mutual relations, of a personal 
kind, cannot be restored in absence of a willingness on 
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both sides to have them rectified. As it has been put ; 
‘‘Forgiveness, like any other gift, may be refused; the 
will to forgive must meet the? \yi.ll to be forgiven 
Tims -while love is the fount of all. jiardon does not flow 
forth automatically but by free si)iritual action. It is a 
specific application of love to a certain situation, and the 
kind of situation is determined not arbitrarily but by 
love’s intrinsic nature. It is for tliis reason that pardon 
without penitence (if for the moment we assume its 
psychological possibilitj^) demoralises, like indiscrmiinate 
charity. Even the offender feels it to be an instance of 
moral levity, too plainly signifying that the injured man 
has not really pardoned the fault at aU, but merely 
tolerated it. And how far is toleration of evil from in- 
difference ? The effect on an unformed character of the 
repeated assurance of forgiveness without regard to 
penitence is undoubtedly to foster egotism and its bevy 
of attendant vices ; and a single case of the enfeebled 
ruin consequent on such facile condonation affords a 
more damaging refutation of its claim to high virtue 
than ah the arguments in the world. 

It is however unnecessary to labour the point that 
forgiveness in the absence of repentance w'ould demoralise ; 
such forgiveness is by the nature of the case impossible. 
Pardon is not a thing, like money, which can be bestow'ed 
or -withheld at random. As between God and the spirits 
He has made pardon is not a thing at ah ; it is His taking 
us back into fuU, unham];>ered communion -with Himself ; 
it is His inauguration of a relationship between Him and 
us in which the perplexity and confusion of the bad 
conscience have vanished, and which in His purpose 
k characterised by mutual trust ; for not only do 
we trust His loving good-will, but with incomprehensible 
* White, Forgivm^s and Suffering, p, 60. 
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.grace .He .trusts even us to: go-. out and be His repre- 
sentatives among His otiier cHldren. And can it 
be thought that the existence of such communion of 
Spirit with spirit is mdependent of the inward attitude 
of either 1 Personality lias been defined as “ capacity 
for fellow^sMp ; if sinful men are ever to enter upon 
fellowship with God they must acknowledge their un- 
worthiness of love so great ; and this truthfulness of mind 
is penitence. 

It is of course tliis direct bearing of repentance upon 
God that gives rise to its specifically religious character. 
There may be a turning from sin which is in no sense 
turning to God. For the preacher, very specially, it is 
not enough by satire or invective to persuade his hearers 
that they have made fools of themselves and missed the 
happiness they might have had. Such handling of their 
need may produce a sense of degradation w-hich is almost 
wholly self -regarding, or at best aesthetic. Repentance 
then becomes no more than an apology to ourselves. 
Men only repiuit as Jesus would have them do when their 
experience has an immediate relation to the Father, 
when it constitutes a fitness for a new relation to Him, 
when it opens the heart in the direction of His reconciling 
love and melts something of the hardness within. In the 
absence of this, not even the moral import of sin is appre- 
ciated. Sin does outrage our own nature ; it does estrange 
self and neighbours ; but even these truths are in part 
missed when we overlook its antagonism to the love of 
God. It is actually possible to conceive of a man who 
measiu'es Ms own life by the moral beauty of Jesus and 
laments its deformity, who yet is not repenting “unto 
Me ’’ because of his complete unconsciousness of the fact 
that in this Jesus the Father is coming near to him in 
mercy. Penitence, in a w'ord, is a reaction toward God 
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prodnced at its Mgliest by tbe demonstration afforded 
in Jesns of wbat sin is to God, and of the unimaginable 
lengths His love will go to reach and win the guilty. 

^Bej)6ntance; ':imto;;,iffe,, moving a it must between 
conseienee and God, fe as lonely a bnsiness as djdng. 
We sinners eome face to face with God, in the final resort, 
one by one, thongh none of ns has ever so come who had 
not been led fomfds God by ChrMian friends. To repent 
is a clear act of the spirit, not any ecstatic swoon or dim 
craving in the blood. Contrition must be as solitary 
as sin. Every man who has ever done a real act of peni- 
tence, who has looked up into the Face of wounded love 
and taken from the unseen hand that incredible but 
never-failing gift of pardon, knows that in the well- 
remembered hour God and he were alone together, and 
that the voice he longed to hear would have been drowmed 
and lost in the tumult of common life. The will to face 
soiitnde thus is a prerequisite of having our sins forgiven. 
So narrow is the path to the mercy-seat, and back again, 
that two cannot walk abreast. 


The penitential movement of the soul is also Faith. 
It is as we cast ourselves on God that the assurance of 
pardon comes home to us and that very definite inward 
state, peace of conscience gains reality within. To 
begin with, this involves that the religious value and 
momentousness of faith resides not in its psychological 
of reflex effects, but in the Divine object it apprehends ; 
what saves is not faith simflicit&r^ no matter in what, 
but faith in God our Saviour. Indeed, it is just because 
faith invariably terminates on God in His character as 
faithfully and unchangeably Redeemer— -to use old- 
fashioned terms, on the Promiser even more than His 
promises^that faith is never represented in the Bible as 
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saving men by an inherent meritorious virtue. It is the 
condition o£ being taken into fellowship with God, as 
eating is tlie condition of being nourished. But the act 
of eating does not produce food, nor does faith give reality 
to God’s pardoning grace. To speak of merit in such a 
case, as if w'e deserved to be forgiven because we believed 
that God was forgiving us, is preposterous. If I give a 
man money, lu^ must of course take it if it is to belong 
to him ; but the taking is not a performance I reward by 
bestowing the gift. To deny this is to turn experience 
upside down. Faith, for the mind of the New Testament, 
is the act in which the fundamentally right relation to 
God is actuaiised. Personal trust makes the trusting 
man righteous in God’s sight ; it is the attitude — ^in 
fact, the only attitude — which contents the Father’s 
heart. 

This truth that the apprehended object (or God) is 
that which imparts to the exx)crionce of faith its distinctive 
character, has further consequences. It vetoes, for 
example, the curious and really sub-Christian idea that 
we are forgiven by degrees. '‘Forgiveness”, writes 
E. C. Moberly, “ is strictly and absolutely correlative to 
what may be called the ‘ forgivableness ’ of the person 
forgiven ” ; and to this he adds that as there is, upon 
earth, no consummated penitence, so neither is there 
any consummated forgiveness. “ It is not consummated 
perfectly till the culprit is righteous : and love does but 
pour itself out to welcome and to crown what is already 
the verdict of righteousness and truth We are 
pardoned, then, by instalments, in proportion as we 
are forgivable. This, we may fairly say, is either a 
truism or an error. If “forgivable” means simply 
“ capable of being forgiven ”, no one will of course demur. 
^ Atonemeni mvl PersonalUy, pp. 66, 60-61. 
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Wo have already seen that penitence and faith are the 
spiritually necessary preconditions of our receiving 
Divine pardon ; an unforgivable man, on these terms, is 
the man who neither repents nor trusts. But Moberly’s 
allusions on the one hand to forgiveness inchoate and 
provisional and to forgiveness consummated on the other, 
clearly show that this is not his meaning. He envisages a 
forgiveness on God’s part which is conditional, subject 
to revision, in a real sense precarious and asymptotic. 

This notion, that when God forgives the sinful what He 
actually does ismot to take them back to His heart, freely 
and unreservedly, but to take them on trial, is I think, 
manifestly out of touch with so central a part of Jesus’ 
teaching as the Parable of the Prodigal. So far from 
pardon being represented there as a matter of degrees, of 
the calculated less or more, we are shown once for all how 
it is the transcendent property of love at the sight of 
penitence to break through the barrier of wrong, .and run to 
meet the wrong-doer as he stumbles up the path, and bring 
him in, and robe him, and set him down at the table loaded 
with the feast of fellowship. That is a picture of forgive- 
ness full and unqualified. No other conception appears 
ever to have been in the apostolic mind. And indeed, 
provisional pardon is an idea scarcely fitted to evoke a 
joy unspeakable and full of glory, or to inspire the tempted 
with unwavering courage. What the New Testament 
exhibits is a company of men proclaiming the infinitely 
glad and daring gospel that we sinners can have full 
salvation now, in the sense that now, and before we 
become better men, God will treat us, unreservedly, as 
His dear children. On the other hand, it is fatal to the 
exhilaration of Christian living if the reality of God’s 
fatherly communion with us be made depeiident on the 
growth of our acquired goodness. When character is 
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thus taken as the ground of our acceptance by God, 
what is it but a new legalism ? Writing to a friend about 
the Lije of Pusey, to whose massive and exalted piety 
he pays tribute, Dale observes: “The absence of joy 
in his religious lihi was only the inevitable effect of his 
coiicej)tioii of GoePs method of saving men ; in parting 
with the Lutheran truth concerning justification, he 
parted with the springs of gladness God's love in Christ, 
in its full measure, is offered not to those merely who 
are believing enough, or penitent enough, or reformed 
enough in their lives. It is offered to all who will cast 
themselves on God, though it be w’ith “ faith as a grain of 
mustard sc^ed ”, The earthly love that shows likest God’s 
is never apt to put its penitent loved ones on probation, 
but rather accepts them just as they are. And our 
thoughts of God’s mercy must he not less wide. 

This may seem a doctrine tha.t ministers to laxity or 
induces presumption, but, provided the nature and cost 
of the Divine pardon be realised, the effect ought to be of 
an opposite kind. Surely tluTe is less presumj^tion in 
taking my comxdelo forgiveness from God's hand at the 
outset and always later, as a purely loving gift, than in 
coming to Him afterwards, at intervals, with the sense 
that I am now a better man and therefore fitter to be 
forgiven. Nothing more apt than this to breed self- 
consciousness could be imagined. The truth is, when 
securities for a good life are demanded from the sinful 
before forgiveness full and free is placed in their hand, 
the result is to turn Christianity into a form of morality 
rather than a religion. 

The paradox that it is not the wmrthy but the unworthy 
that a X)ardonmg God receives is a point indicated some- 
what technically by Kitschl in his well-known monograph. 
He insists that God’s judgment of for^veness is not 
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analytic but synthetic. ^ These forihidable terms suggest a 
point of real importance. When we are on om knees in 
penitence, the inward question cannot but arise : What 
does God, the Holy One, think of us 1 Some real answer 
to tliis we must have if we are to live at peace with our- 
selves and the world. And if He receives us, if He will 
not cast us out but gives us a place in His fellowship, on 
what is this gracious estimate of us based ? On our cha- 
racter, on what by good endeayour w© have made of 
oui’selves ? Is it not rather on w’-hat His pure grace 
bestows ? If we chose the first of these alternatives and 
held that God accepted us for our (in any degree) excel- 
lent character, at once our own badness would also 
confront us. In short, we should have to listen to the 
verdict of conscience on ourselves, &nd that would certainly 
insist that from a God who “ marked iniquity *’ we 
should deserve no mercy at all. Thus, it turns out, the 
consequence of claiming that our good shall count with 
God is that our evil must count too. We cannot have it 
both ways ; we cannot rank as self-made men, when, our 
virtues are in the soale,hut, when our sins come uppermost, 
*say to God : “ Why didst Thou make me thus ” ? So 
that from the nature of the case forgiveness is a marvel 
that baffles all logic : God can recognise only those who 
feel that that they are utterly unworthy of recognition. 
That the Holy One should receive sinners is to natural 
logic a contradiction in terms. But in this wonderful 
life of ours it is not quite unfamiliar. Something of the 
same paradoxical kind emerges as we have seen for a 
man who Ends that he has won the love of a good woman 
— ^it is all of grace, he confesses, and nothing of desert. 
He has been gifted with a great now boon on which he 
had no claim. So it is here *, the God who by His holiness 
^ J^stijioation and MeconciUation, p. 79 ff. 
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shatters om’ claim to live before Him nevertheless by His 
love gives ns a new life. , And by .the phrase a synthetio 
Judgment ”, tMs, fundamental point is emphasised, .that 
the forgiving grace of Ctod does not presuppose onr worth 
but caiis it into being. Ilis pardon is not a tribute to our 
character ; it is not a fiction ; rather it is a creative 
volition, in win oh the Father affirms the real being of that 
which was not there apart from Him. In a word, He 
thereby inaugurates a new relation between Himself 
and unworthy men which is grounded not in their virtue, 
hilt in His pure and perfect grace. 

But at this point some one may demur. Must there 
not after all be something in men which differentiates the 
forgiven from the unforgiven ? How can you explain the 
simple fact that certain people do live with God on the 
footing of pardoned sonship, and others do not ? That 
distinction cannot be rooted in chance, for Christianity is 
not a casual religion ; it must be relevant to some quality 
or attitude in individual men. What then is it in a man 
which makes God forgive him but not his neighbour ? 
Plainly, whatever it is, it must be something present in 
him now, not merely something yet to be. Now, if 
forgiveness be a miracle of grace, this question cannot be 
fully answered or disposed of ; but we may go a certa-in 
distance towards answering it if we consider carefully the 
nature of penitent faith. 

Faith, we have seen, is it were the receiving surface 
for Divine pardon. Where it exists, the soul has awakened 
to reality ; there is a new longing for righteousness ; 
there is, deep dovn, a self -identifying with Jesus and all 
He stands for. But this means that while as far as 
personal identity goes the man still is continuous with his 
old being, in a yet profounder sense what he was has 
ceased to be. Though he might not dare to say it of 
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Hmsell!, an omniscient onlooker might 
the apostle’s strange bnt triumphant words : ‘'I live, yet 
not I, bnt Christ Hvctli in me God's love in Jesus lias 
changed the man transformingly. That is fact not one 
whit less than his old identification ivitli self and evil was 
fact. And, in our stumbling fashion, we have no option 
but to say that God secs this, Indeed, in that which God 
sees it is the principal and determining fact ; and there is 
a real relation connecting it with the Father’s attitude 
to him now. Faith means admitting Christ to an inward 
union with your mind and heart and life. By God, who 
looks on the heart and sees things as they are, the man 
who has faith is seen as one with Christ, and tims, astound- 
ingly hut not immorally, is forgiven. 

But the sinner so forgiven is still imperfect, it is urged. 
Undoubtedly he is ; but why, it has been well asked, 
should we go on perpetually assuming that God can and 
will accept only what is perfect 1 Were it so, none could 
ever hope for pardon. We must remember the infinite 
significance of even the faintest believing contact with 
Christ ; as one with Him, however imperfectly, we are 
become new men. Quantitatively, if wc may employ so 
gross a term, the penitent sinner is and will always be 
unequal to his idea ; qualitatively his attitude to God is 
now the one attitude of soul which the I'ather seeks in a 
child — he is willing to receive as a son receives. True, to 
the end there is mystery here for the man guided merely 
by moral principle ; God does not treat the man as he 
deserves. But does love anywhere do that ? 

. Aheady we have implicitly touched upon the next 
problem : How can we know that we arc forgiven ? 
Clearly if forgiveness counts for lis as inestimably precious, 
dbaii wish to be quite sure of it ; it is therefore not 
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surprising that the past debate regarding what is called 
** Assurance ” has been long and spirited. 

The best thing eyer written about assurance is two 
sentences in one of Denney’s books. “ Nothing ”, He 
writes, ‘tis more characteristic of Churches than their 
attitude to assurance, and the place they give it in their 
preaching and their systems of doctrine. Speaking 
broadly, we may say that in the Bomish Church it is 
regarded as essentially akin to presumption; in the 
Protestant Churches it is a privilege or a duty ; but 
in the New Testament religion it is simply a fact 
Allowing for the edge of epigram, this is sound and 
memorable. 

The Roman tliinlmr disposes of assurance in his own 
fasliion ; it is given, at all events for the moment of absolu- 
tion, in the voice of the absolving priest. What seems 
most out of line with New Testament faith in this con- 
ception as a whole is not the interposition of the priest, 
as God’s official representative, nor is it the demanded 
performance of meritorious satisfactions in penance ; it 
is rather the belief round wliicli the entire theory is built 
that with every now mortal sin the sinner forfeits his 
standing in grace ; or, to put it otherwise, that with 
each voluntary transgression he has ceased to be God’s 
true child and must regain his status by the pathway 
of penance. And this breeds the mood of painful 
suspense. 

Nor could much comfort be drawn by the anxious- 
minded from the strict Calviiiistic dogma of a two-edged 
predestination. If the metaphysical predestinarianism 
of Augustine, Calvin, or the Synod of Dort be laid down at 
the foundation of theology, if, that is to say, the “ elect ” 
arc a cert«ain number of souls which can neither be 
increased or diminished, and if, consistently with this, the 
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sovereignty of God be dwelt upon in abstraction from His 
fatlierly love for all men, bow natural that men sbonid 
fall into doubts regarding the good- will of God to them 
personally ! The question, Am I one of the elect ” ? 
when asked by a timorous and self -distrustful heart, m 
a question that from this point of view is by no means 
sure of its answer. 

Within the past two or three centuries different answers 
have been offered to the inquiry : How shall I be assured 
that God forgives me, and forgives me now f People have 
been advised, for instance, to consider their own increasing 
love for spiritual things, their tmdeniably good works, and 
the like. Yet it is difficult to see how this could help 
much; if they are persons of genuinely spiritual 
feeling, they must know that they cannot be really 
good without God, and the point at issue precisely 
is whether dr not they are in fellowship with God, Ritschl 
counsels them to exert their faith in Providence, and 
assurance will return. As we shall see presently, this is 
valuable in a wayrthough not exactly for the point we are 
now considering, which is the ultimate ground of assur- 
ance rather than the pathway of experience by which w'e 
reach it. One thing, surely, is entirely clear : whatever 
it be that evokes assurance, it camiot be anything in our- 
selves, for it is just regarding ourselves that ex Tiyfotliesi 
we are in doubt. One man may say : I am sure that I 
belong to God, for I can remember a day when He vouch- 
safed me an overwhelming impression of His forgiving 
love. Another may say : God is mine and I am His ; 
I know it, for I now love Christlike things to which once I 
was indifferent. But both pe bmlding their house upon 
the sand. Assurance must depend on present reality, not 
on past events ; on what confronts us unchangeably, not 
on the soul in its ups and downs* 
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We can have no trustworthy guide here but the New 
Testament. It does not make two problems where there 
is only one. Assurance for apostolic men is not something 
alongside of faith as an added perfection ; it is neither 
prior to faith and preparatory for it, nor subsequent to 
faith and derived from it ; nor is it a privileged reward 
for what faith has achieved. It is simply the mark 
showing faith to be of the right kind. When we look 
belie vingly at God in Christ, where is the presumption 
in being quite sure of His compassion to the sinful ? Can 
we be too sure of it, too trustful in claiming it for our own 
deep need 1 If then a man should say : I long to be 
reconciled to God, but a glance at myself unsettles me 
again and my felt unworthiness makes me unbearably 
doubtful whether He will receive me, our answer ought 
to be unhesitating. Get into the company of Jesus and 
into the atmosphere of compassionate love He bears with 
Him, and let this tell upon you. Stay in His presence, as 
St Mark pictures Him ; bring your mind in earnest to 
bear upon Him, as He lives, as He dies, and your heart 
will open to complete certainty that God is not casting you 
out. Forget yourself, and allow Jesus to make Himself so 
familiar that you know God’s very self is touching you 
through His holy love. Thus we escape from subjectivity, 
as the New Testament invariably does, to the great fact 
of Christ and God’s trustworthiness in Him. 

But all this, it is very possible, may not happen in a 
flash ; in many cases w'e may be sure it will not ; and it 
is at this point that suggestions like those of Eitschl are 
helpful. He taught, wu have seen, that the right method 
of obtaining assurance is to exert an active faith in God’s 
providence, such a faith as exhibits itself in the patient 
bearing of'hardship. On the main point this is scarcely 
adequate ; for if assurance of the Father’s grace has 
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weakened, tlie resiiliing and charaeteriatkially Chrldian 
laitli. in provid.nK'e will have weakened along -with it. 
None the less Itilsalil does point to an impiwtant tmt-h. 
That truth hears 3U)t- on the abject or i*vokjng cause of the 
faith that wc are now forgiven—whicli must ahvays be the 
redemptive self-manifestation of God--bnt on its experi- 
ential verification. The trust, that God has received iis 
cannot be verified by rehea/rsing an argument, by rejjeating 
or. listening to words. The problem cannot lie talked out, 
but it can be lived out. It is one thing to enter the 
relation of pardoned sonsliip : it is another to live 
oneself into the felt enjoyment of tMs wonderful new 
possession. 

All kinds of experience, it is plain, will minister to the 
verification of a man’s convi(;tion tliat God has given him 
His fellowship. Hut two, In especial, may be singled out. 
Ij,i the first place, the reality of our eomrauninii with God 
in prayer will be its own evidence. We discover, as a 
simple fact, that we have access to the Father and that 
our petitions are heard. Trusting God for power to 
destroy sin, we find that sin is destr< nycd. No cojavulsion of 
our nature occurs, no voice peals through us proclaiming 
absolution ; but our communion with God, once begun, 
continues and deepens. Secondly, w'e gradually weaken up 
to the fact — ^than which nothing in life can be more 
humbling — ^that God is permitting us to co-operate with 
Himself in doing good. He is giving us a share in the tasks 
of His Kingdom. He is using us as iiivstruments for a 
purpose greater than ourselves, and in the process is 
training us in freedom from the world and mastery over 
its temptations and fatalities. These experiences, and 
others like them, confirm and nourish the assurance that 
our sins— -for we sin daily — are by God’s unwearied grace 
pot being permitted to separate us from Him. Not that 
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we. base our liojjes upon tliem, otherwise our certaiiity of a 
gracious God would was or wane in accordauce our 
success and failure. The fouiirlation-stone of faith that can 
be lived by is, ahvays and unconditionally, the love of 

God in Jesus Cdirist oiir Lord. , . 




CHAPTER XI 

THl MORAL mSPIRATIOX OP PORGIVENESS 

f I'^B.E most crtishiiig evil under which men aufier is the 
I giiUt o£ sin. Wlien -vve speak of redemption, there- 
fore, we are ahle to say in advance that nothing can 
possibly he of such cardinai imi)ortanoe as that we should 
be redeemed from the fatal load of guilt, from that sense 
of felt distance from God, of dread and concern, of dull, 
helpless resentment by which the guilty are plagued. In 
the foregoing pages it has been argued that pardon is the 
primary thing in the Christian gospel, the gift which leads 
in all other blessings by the hand. It precedes and by its 
nature implies the breaking of sin’s power. The heart 
must he thrown open by the welcomed certainty of forgive- 
ness before the long process of what has usually been called 
sanctification can begin, and the evil promptings of our 
lower nature be gradually subdued. Here lies the secret 
of the profoundest moral catharsis and of revulsion from 
evil. Forgiveness is the experience by which we pass 
from Christian truth to Christian duty. 

We must now seek to understand how new resources 
for increasing moral victory flow, naturally and intelligibly 
though none the less spiritually and supernaturally, from 
a man’s reception of pardon through the love of God in 
Christ. It has been wisely said that almost ah really new 
ideas have a certain aspect of foolishness when they are 
first produced. And to the moralist it must aly^ays have a 
sound of foU^f 150 say, in the sense of the Mew Testament, 
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Spontaneity 

that the only good man is in point of fact the man whose 
heart iitas been made tender, and Ms conscience sensitive, 
by submitting to have his sins forgiven. Yet pardon, in 
its Christian meaning, has the baclcground of the one ethic 
which pierces to the heart of moral exj>erience. The sense 
of it, far from, being a. barren and inert emotion, running 
its course idly within the mind, is a fruitful and energetic 
convi-Gtioii, charged no other conviction is -with 
explosive power to change lives and destroy social wrong. 
There is no intention to deny the m.ystery of grace, as the 
saving personal influence of God, when we say that the 
connexion between pardon and right character can be 
made psychologically luminous, and that motives called 
into being by the life-giving knowledge that God is our 
friend can bo exhibited in their transparent clearness. 
It is demonstrable that from the new oonscaousness of the 
Father engendered by a wonderful experience there flows, 
TOth a moral inevitability, a new attitude to life and its 
tasks, inward blessedness, confidence, love, obedience and 
courage. Ifaith cannot but translate itself into action — ■ 
action which is the spontaneous outcome of a will now^ in 
principle one with the will of God. It is indeed no enigma 

^ When wo speak of right living as the spontamom outcome of faith, 
this is not to sa;v that obedieneo i-s oitlier immediate or effortless. la 
such a chapter as the present, the perspective of growth in Ciiristian 
character is necessarily foreshortened, and principles are chiefly in 
■^dew. Faith give.s the impulse to obey as well as the power, yet this 
impulse may have to fight and overcome other impulses. So for 
Keats poetry must always come “ as naturally as the leaves to a tree, 
or it iuid better not eomo at all ” — and this, no matter how arduous 
the thought, how dMperato the suffering out of which it was created. 
There is no nature-process, raoviiig automatically. It is tempting to 
say that the highest Ohristiaa life will be effortless, yet this will depend 
on circumsiMiees and the particular allurements that have to be re- 
sisted. Tliere was stru{^lo in dotlisemane. 

Especially iji social relationships, faith is confronted by an ever- 
growing and widening moral ta^. The conception of duty, as it 
becomes increasingly clear, becomes also increasingly intricate and 
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tha.t goodness should issue frora peace with (lod. Were it 
otherwise, our inteliigenee would. I,>e put to confusion by 
the discovery that we were liviiig in a moral chaos. 

Forgiveness as an experienc<^ means at least that a now 
gladdening and commanding idt‘a of tJod is planted 
decisively at the centre of oiir inward life. Xo-w. we have 
good ground as psyclioldgists for saving tliat ideas do 
move ns 5 let them oMaiir possession of the mind and 
corresponding results will follow. If they are permitted 
or encomaged to hold the IMd and develop themselves, 
action ensues. Great ideas, above all, have their effects 
and influence further living. Quite apart from religion, 
they ean modify and control our appetites and desires; 
aud it has generally been allowed that religious ideas are 
amongst the most potent and irrepressible forces in human 
life. Hence we are entitled to start with the presumption 
that the assurance of IHvine pardon, if held steadily, will 
influence conduct deeply in positive ways. What these 
ways are, and the reason for them, wq hav<^ still to ask ; 
but the general character of the; human mind and its 
normal modes of working arc enough, to indicate that they 
will neither be negligible nor obscure. The conviction that 
God forgives sin, and that Ho is ours, will, like other con- 
victions, be accompanied and sustained by the emotional 
dispositions that befit its meaning. 

Hor ought it to be forgotten that in inquiring precisely 
hpw and why to be pardoned is to be made good, we are 

exacting. Tix& more we know of the social ideal, the harder it is to be 
morally adeqnatej aad. there is nothing in the Gospel which relieves 
ns from the difficulties of sustained reflection on the part Christian 
insight is called to play in industry, commerce, civic government, 
/ national politics, international affairs. 

' ' Thus while " good works ” may in part become more and more easy 
of performaajcej.thfis itself implies a struggle after an ever-expanding 
; ideal, which, a« it is progressively attained, relegates the lower 

■' of fiotiyity to what may be called miconscious habit. 
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engaged not in speculation but in the scrutiny of fact. 
Unless men are iueripfible of forming true judgments about 
their fellovis ii is eevtuin, lij’st, that inmmiera'ble persons 
haTO bec'ii ohseinTd to become noticeably better in 
character after (l)y their ovm account) they had taken 
pardon from (bid's band, and secondly, that they them- 
selves would unhesitatingly have traced this release from 
the shackles of evil to their apprehension of the Father’s 
love. What we have before us, accordingly, is not a 
merely curious h^'pothesis but an actual condition of 
affairs ; wo arc trying to explain what happens constantly, 
not raising the question whether conceivably it could 
happen. Our point of departure is the circumstance that 
trust in a forgiving Ood does have ennobling effects, and 
that of this some intellectual account can be given. 

The supremo secret of goodness, which carries all else 
within itself, is of course the now fellowship with God on 
which the pardoned man has entered. This of itself makes 
him a new person and turns tlic world ho inliabits into a 
new and astonishingly hopeful place. To he in filial 
contact with the Father has once for all abolished the 
painful and disabling mliiude of the moral conflict; it 
affords the certainty of an inward presence by which moral 
weakness will be sustained because the deepest springs of 
joy have been unsealed. I feel that at this point our 
■ thoughts about God cannot be too human- Every great 
friendship is felt by us as a fount of animating and uplift- 
ing power, and the first question we ask regarding a person 
of uncertain or immature character is whether he has good 
friends, whose stronger nature will forti^ and inspirit his 
efforts to be brave and true. And the most important 
thing about the forgiven man, from the standpeant of 
ethics, is just that his eyes Iiave opened to the amazing 
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truth that God is his Frioiid, who can he trusted never to 
let Mm down. Whatever his temptations, w'hatcvcr the 
weakness bequeathed by previous failure, God is still 
. there, unohanging 'in faithful love: as well, a-s in' exacting, 
stringency of precept, sO' that never again need he -face 
alone, the onset . .of evil. That, friendship, that com-, 
munion, that overshadowing presence— whatever be the 
theological terms used for its designation— have changed 
his moral prospects utterly. For the first time he has 
learnt from Jesus, most of all from His passion, what God 
is, and is for him ; and the perception has recreated Mm 
in moral being. 

If we know much about ourselves, the thought of being 
good does not, apart from God, merely attract us ; in part 
it scares and depresses us. We know that in following the 
ideal we cannot wholly count upon ourselves ; our wnrse 
nature betrays us, stabbing us in the back at the moral 
crisis like a treacherous house-mate. The garrison of the 
beleaguered hold is torn by civil war. But to have touch 
with Jesus, as the self-revealed love of God, gives us back 
our nerve because amongst other things it gives us inward 
unity. We have grown - aware at once that the great 
Companion of man has offered and made ours a feilow- 
sMp wMch He will never withdraw, so that henceforward 
the nature of things is with us, not against us, in our 
struggle ; and that it has thus become possible for us to 
gather all the impulses and desires of life round one all- 
commanding aim, so that we have emerged from the 
bewildered distraction of the past into an inward harmony 
of being. It scarcely needs saying that this harmony, 
born eff reconoilia|ion, is far from being fully aotualised 
&om the outset, and is given at first only in principle. But 
then it is so given ; and we have simply to keep ourselves 
under the conditions which led to its first bestowal in 
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order to Becnrc that it ekali steadily gain predominance 
over our inward Hie. Motliing, in short, can give us inward 
peace, “ a heart at leisure from itself ”, but surrender to 
One who both hrimbk^s us by His holiness and accepts us 
in His unimaginable love, One in whose presence we feel 
ever more vividly our powerlessness for life, yet are 
filled with a new courage to live. 

All this may be put otherwise. Everything in the 
growth of character depends on where our centre of 
interest is placed — in self or in what is not self. The 
morality which rests on and revolves round self has upon 
it the setitence of death. But no man can react honestly 
to the message of Divine forgiveness without eo ipso 
renouncing self and giving Christ, in the familiar phrase^ 
« the right of way through his life The effects of the 
Gospel are in time with its meaning ; and its meaning is 
that it brings men the knowledge of something that God 
has done, and bids them rejoice in a salvation He has 
wrought. It thus sets men free from the chains of their 
past, transfers the centre of their expectations and oppor- 
tunities from themselves to God, and calls them to a life 
of unrestricted fellowship with Him. It has frequently 
been argued that Christian religion is self-centred, 
interested and prudential ; but the truth properly under- 
stood is simply that apart from such religion of the 
loftiest kind— in which the majesty of God’s holy love 
overshadows all — morality cannot attach itself to what 
stands sublimely at once above the individual and above 
sooiet}^ and evokes the reverent and self-abandoning 
homage of the soul. To owe everything to God, as the 
pardoned do, is to have taken the first decisive step in 
escape from self-absorption — even though that may have 
been the not ignoble self-absorption of seeking out ways in 
which the inner indej)endence and harmony of the 
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individual soul may be maintained. , ..But wlieii tiie focus 
of a man’'s ; interest lias been defi.nitely oceupied "by rhe 
great friendsMp and ■ transeendent claims of God, wbo 
has blotted out all his offences^ a new, priiieiple. of, moral 
health: has been implanted. ' ' And it is this ©.mergence from 
egoistic, '.isolation, .. this openin.g gateway into , the im- 
measurable world of Goodness, . Tratli, and Beauty, . .all, 
dependent on a Father who makes His chiMren free of its 
wealth, which renders a man for the first time capable 
of wholly unreserved fellowship with others. 

One simple and conclusive fact of which we ought not 
to lose sight is this, that the man who has known the Joy 
of being received to God’s mercy despite his sin has thereby 
awakened to a new ideal for his own life, since he person- 
ally is bound to exhibit to others the loving mercy shown 
to MmseH ; and that this vision of a new and lofty ideal 
is itseH an immensely important moral event. The 
recognised obligation binding Mm to the same exhaust- 
less love as God has shown, the call to forgive others as 
God for Christ’s sake has forgiven him, does, if reflected 
upon, convey a fresh and undreamt-of conception of what 
moral practice may become. We have now no choice but 
to review our own conduct and character in the light of 
what the cross has proved God’s nature to be- Only as 
we endeavour to walk in this light, this love great enough 
to take the unworthy to its heart, can we have true fellow- 
ship with God and with each other. The forgiven man, 
conscious that God has not dealt with him legally by 
reckoning up individual offences and balancing against 
them individual merits but in the way of pure, mibought 
grace, realiaes that in his neighbourly relationships he 
too is summoned by the Father to display, not the 
oalenlating temper of moral prudence merely, but a 
certain spirit— 4he love that never fails. He is beginning 
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to learn not simply that in morality fellowship is the one 
thing needful, but also that fellowship, if real, is costly. 

This trath, that the conscioiismiss of pardon generates 
a new moral Mcjal, is of singular moment; and it is of 
importance that its meaning should not be misappre- 
hended. It does not moan, for example, that the indi- 
YiduaFs pre¥ious moral experience has now lost its value. 
On the contrary, we have repeatedly made the point that 
nothing except a serious and imreaerved acknowledgment 
of moral obligation can prepare men either to seek or to 
appreciate forgiveness. As the Gospels show, the ethical 
demands of Jesus, and above all the spectacle of His 
goodness, stirred those to long for pardon whom the rigid, 
metallic exhortations of the Pharisees had loft cold and 
impenitent. So too within the Christian life, moral 
precepts are so far from having lost their point, that we are 
perpetually being stimulated by the sharp demands of 
particular commandments to inquire whether we do in fact 
possess that longing for personal fellowship which alone 
can enable us to fulfil them as they ought to foe fulfilled. 
And as we have unceasingly to confess that here we are 
unpardonably at fault, we are spurred on unceasingly to 
seek more and more of the sheerly indispensable spirit of 
love. To have grasped a new moral ideal, and to have 
found contact mth One from whom we can gain 
increasing power to attain, is to have had our moral 
resources indefinitely multiplied. It is once for aU to be 
shaken o.ut of self-satisfaction. Ethical complacence is 
impossible for the man who thinks often of Jesus Christ. 
Were he for a moment to imagine that forgiveness renders 
moral precepts superfluous, it would prove his failure to 
reflect at what cost and for what end forgiveness had been 
imparted. •'Were he to dream that moral precepts and 
compliance with them made forgiveness unnecessary, it 
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would show^ that temporarily lie had Coi’gotten hem' august 
and exacting goodness is. Or to put it otlierwise, t he Law 
in the Gospel is more stringent by far than Jjuw apart from 
Gospel. It may seem easier In'caust^ Jesus formuiated it so 
briefly : Thou shalt love thi^ Lord tJir God with all 

thine heart, and thy neighbour as thyself All the 
en'dlcss multiplicity of legal enact nients has dia.ipped away. 
But examined more closely, the miu’al task has now- 
become infinitely more exalted, fl’he effect of Christ, 
ahvaya, is to confirm the moral demand, rendering it more 
inward, more spiritual, more searching. We have seen 
God in Him, and know as never before what we ought to 
be. And in this sight, this knowdedge, there is a con- 
straint that goes to produce a new morality. 

All this is the more true, because tim production of 
morality is not the immediate purpose of forgiveness, 
Paradox though it may sound, it is strictly the fact that 
the ethical influence of pardon is all tlie more fruitful 
and abiding that its j^riioary aim is not to affect character 
but to rectify our personal relationship to God. When 
religion has been presented as valuable chiefly for the 
ordering of life, it has been misrepresented. This 
obviously holds true, for instance, of worship. Nothing 
so tends to destroy the very sense and soul of worship as 
preoccupation with the ethical benefits to be derived 
from it. Men cannot adore except as they lift up their 
eyes and abandon themselves with awe, solemnity and 
tenderness to Him that loved them with a love passing 
knowledge. Their first impulse, their controlling impulse 
at each moment, must be that of response to an un- 
‘speakable gift which went far beyond all they could ask 
or think. “There is nothing so charaoteristic of the 
Church’s life as doxology When the bearings of 
worship are taken from any other standpoint, side-glances 
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being thrown perpetually at the ethical profit of the 
worshipper or the impression made upon a gazing world,. 
Justice is neYcr done to the csentrai motwes of adoration i 
and what is even more relevant now, the ethical profit 
itself is missed. No act not done for its sake can 
react beneficially on elniracter. Worship, like poetry, 
is not for something else ; it is its ovm Justification, it 
embodies an absolute and independent value. There is 
an epigram to the effect that to get pleasure yon must 
forget it ; similarly, worship loses its savour and grows 
ethically barren when we persist in asking ourselves 
whether it is yielding moral excellence. I^eave the soul to 
itself in presence of the Eternal, and it will bow down in 
simple adoration. There is no gain for character to be had 
on any other terms, no elevation of feeling, no release 
from self, except as the sense of God fills our thought and 
our souls kindle under it in reverent and impassioned 
praise. It is the same with the consciousness of being 
pardoned. Here too the saying holds good that ** conduct 
is a by-product of religion — an inevitable by-product, but 
not the main point ’b Just because men do not seek 
forgiveness primarily in order to become better men (any 
more than they fail in love to improve their character), 
but to regain touch with God and have peace Tvith Him, 
ethical consequences ensue which would elude them to the 
end if sought directly. The grateful surrender to God 
which forms a living element of faith in His pardoning 
love creates goodness by the way ; it is a well-spring 
yielding the richest and most enduring moral incentives 
by w-hich a righteous life is rendered not only possible 
but cert-aiir. Not the torturing or hypochondriacal 
manij)ulation of the soul calls out the Christian virtues, 
but the thankful contemplation of One whose love lifts 
up and comforts the soul that His holiness had oast down. 
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These are truths ^diic'h hold good for the continuauee 
of tlK‘ ChrifAtiim lift- no less than for its iin'eption. To be 
a ChrlBtlaii is to prolong the line which the iirst movement 
of ffuth began to trace. fcjr exain]>le, religious 

diHei]>line, Xow the idea of dfscipliin.* is at bottom an 
aeknowlcdgment of the fact that there is such a, thing 
as ChiristiaTi character, and that the followers of Christ 
are bound to ta,.ke steps to .secure its existence in them- 
selves. It is incuiinbent on us, to make a sustained, effort , 
to raise life to the ClmisMan’ tevel and,tf>, keep, it there.^ v 
But the impulse and dynamic necessary for this ohject ean 
only be found'in the same'. means as went t» iiutiate; ^ 
Christian cjxpcrience. It. is still the. same , reaEsatio,il. of 
God as holy and absolving, love whieh. wili, refine ,und 
sanctify. You,cannot convert men by thoughts. of gospel, 
then form them by thoughts of law. Steady pressure 
ean be kept up on cousoienco, life ean btj raised above 
moral common-placo, only as we live within the influence 
of God’s forgiving mercy. We need not think about it all 
the time, hut we shall always know it is thetc^ ; and to 
know this will make a. whole w<u‘id of difference. Wo, do 
not really make most of the moral confHot or of neigh- 
bourly service by contemplating ideals, as if this were the 
surest metiiod of escaping from seif and living nobly. To 
give ideals by themselves the commanding place in 
thought is to foster in ourselves the notion that nothing 
decisively significant has yet been achieved, and that we 
have to achieve it. There is more inspiration by far in the 
vision of God, in the remembrance of great tilings He has 
done for the sinful. That vision, that remembrance, is our 
one ground for optimism. It is as we open the mind 
more fully to His cleansing love that our responsi- 
biUty for Christian character will come homo to us more 

^ CSf. "D&axx&j, Ths (Jhanroh cmd ihs Kingdom* 



subdiiingly, in company with great motives impelling to 
its attainment. 

Thus from every side we are consistently led to the 
insight that it m fellowship with, the God of holy and sin- 
remit [i]\g love forms the fertile secret of Christian 

goodness. To have seen in the face of Jesus Christ the 
revolution is'nig certainty that despite onr evil God is ours 
and -wii are His, ivS to have embarked on an assured career 
of hope, in such a faith some great convictions are 
implicitly contmned : two especially may be singled out. 
In the first place, as has already been noted, we are now 
inw'ardiy united to One whose love is constantly available, 
with participating sympathy, in our desperate emer- 
gencies. Temi>tation can be borne and can be repelled, if 
God is with us. A man will stand up and close the dock 
gates, pushing back the ocean with his two arms, because 
behind him are all the resources of hydraulic engineering ; 
evil, too, in it.s darkest shape, he can confront with the 
certainty of triumph if the resources of God are within 
liis reach. Ho now knows that his prospects are dear to the 
Father who gave Christ that men might have forgiveness. 
In the second place, the Power upon whom we can reckon 
is omnipotent over the world. Alike in the individual life 
and in society ethical progress, in the last resort, depends 
upon trust in a power which will not suffer the fruits of 
sacrifice and effort to be swept away by the annihilating 
forces of change ; a trust that will inspire men equally 
to break with evil habit and to defy the tyranny of social 
custom and assail the established order of things. Thus the 
the supreme pow'cr of God is the background of unshaken 
moral confidence, for self and for others. As we survey 
those who are troubled in their minds, not concerning 
God’s love — of that Jesus is the full guarantee — ^but 
concerning themselves, their waywardness and infirmity 
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of jmrpose, v>’e enniiot but What is going to banish 
those fears ■which are crippling thcdr cndeavonrs after 
aelbinastery and robbing them of joy ? "i^'hnt is going to 
connterYaii the tionbls B])ringlng from their sense of 
weakness ? XotHng will do it, as e'xperieiiec! proves, Imt 
the conviction that for the i^rward strngghe we have an 
omnipotent Ally, who will take nnr factory as His 
concern. But sinful men can gain f.liis unshakable con- 
viction only from the assured knowledge that this 
omnipotent God, who also is the llol^v <,)ne, has forgiven 
them. There is an almighty Power, to wdiom belong the 
moral issues of life and death ; in Jesus we Inwe met 
this Power, and found Him forgiving all our iniquities. 

8o far then is pardon from being a moral sedative, that 
it is the most powerful stimulus to self-forgetful goodness 
of ■which we have any kno-^vledgc. It is when we know our 
sin forgiven that we luivc the heart to light and forsake it. 
We search in vain for any inducement to right living 
which is comparable to the liberating amcl inspiring sense 
that the Father in mercy has taken us into His personal 
communion and let us see in Christ that we have unre- 
stricted access to Himself. Once for all the sinner has 
thereby been lifted out of the region of law- -which never 
touches the heart, and therefore cannot uns<^al the. richest 
springs of moral energy — into the sphere of the felt love 
of God. An atmosphere is now about him in which 
aspiration ean unfold. In St Paul's great words : ” What 
the law could not do, God did, sending His o-wn Son 

We are perpetually being assured that this wa,y lies 
ethical laxness, and that the one effective method of 
preventing a thoughtless or a deliberate antinomianism is 
the method of moral exhortation or even menace. Men 
obey most eagerly, it is held, when they hear constantly 
the bracing threats of the commandments. But it is not 
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so. A suggestive analogy may .be found in the institution 
of slavery on its economic side. On the assumption that 
the object of industry is the maximum of production, the 
problem for soluticM was, by which method can this 
object be atMined most slave labour or free? 

In Greece, in Rome, even in the modern world a hundi*ed 
years since, the question was answered unhesitatingly by 
many in favoiir of slave labour. Yet emancipation had 
only to be accomplished to prove that, economically no 
less than socially, freedom was incalculably the more 
advantageous of the two. And thus it is also in religion. 
Let men believe that they must purchase union with God 
by hard, grim toil, as bond-slaves of heaven, and their 
hands will sink in despair and weakness. But tell them 
that in Christ they are the forgiven children of God our 
Father, and grateful wondering love will call out a wealth 
of devotion of which, on any other terms, it would have 
been useless to dream. 

It is a grateful love ; and to the psychologist, inter- 
ested in motivation, gratitude must always appear a 
profoundly important element in the situation we are now 
contemplating. The impelling reason why people who 
are conscious of owing everything to God do one thing 
and leave another undone, will in countless instances be 
found in a deep though perhaps quite unobtrusive thank- 
fulness. They have been ushered into a new world of 
hope and gladness ; the Spirit itself now bears witness 
with their splat that they are the children of God ; the 
cruel bard weight of felt guilt has been lifted off . and 
they wish to make some return. Let it not be forgotten 
that this sense of thanldul indebtedness is itself ennobling. 
Psychologically, we cannot keep up gratitude except to 
one who we feel has really benefited us.^ Often, it may 
appear as if we gave our heartfelt thanks without 
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cliscrunination ; but if 5 in itiinisbiriiig i.o oiir pleasure, a 
sceinhag benefactor has really done ns liarm, and we know 
it, tie How of gratitude is cliiicked and inevitably changes 
into bitterness. But gratitudi' to a niotber, a wife, a 
hospital nurse, a loyal friend is of itself moraily elevating ; 
it raises us, so long as it is felt, to a ijigb.er pkine of being. 
Of this, dearly, gratitude to God in ( ‘h.rist is the limiting 
case. He has redeemed us at so great a price. He has 
drawn us go close to Him, that we are our own no longer. 
Nothing so good morally can Iiappen to a man as the 
habitual consciousness that he belongs to one higher than 
himself. It is a- feeling, of course, which is pos.sible only 
towards God, or One in whom God is personally present ; 
for as Lincoln put it, ** no man is good enough to possess 
another man”. 

The obverse side of such gratitude as animates the 
genuinely Christian life is fear. By many thinkers the 
notion is assiduously fostered that fear, as such, is 
unworthy of a place in the believing mind, and that actions 
or forbearances motived by fear are thercw'itli stamped 
as unfitting. But this is a simple misapprehension. Fear, 
so far from being always ignoble, is a temper well befitting 
many occasions. If I fear by a certain course of action 
to forfeit the respect of those I venerate, my emotion is 
ethically worthy. And if I fear sin, lest by indulgence I 
should lose fellowship with God, hurt the Church He has 
redeemed, and weaken my own power to serve men, my 
feeling is the natural consequence of a right attitude to 
these definitely evil things. In practice, we are much 
more deeply Muenced by good people than by goodness 
an. abstraction ; we shrink from losing their respect 
much more than we abhor this or that vice in and by 
itself/ For here ** persons influence us, voices melt 
loo]^ subdue us, deeds inflame us”. And in religion 


siroilar effects flow from a Yividly realised personal 
rektionshix) to God, such as is naturally associated with 
the experience of being pardoned. Loving gratitude to 
Christ nil! <.;onstrain to service wlileh other motives could 
not have engendered ; fear to lose contact with Him will 
expel tcmpiritions that might have carried the day. The 
part whicli feelings x>Iay in the conscientious regulation of 
life is of high imx>ortance. A recent writer on ethics speaks 
of " the tortures of remorse and the bitter cry of the 
man who feels himself smirclied with sin Who can feel 
shame and self-abasement, 3^ieldmg powerful restraints 
for the next temjjtation, like the man who has just 
realised his betrayal of the Lord that bought him ? 

This study of the emotional forces released by forgive- 
ness is a long business, and we cannot think to exhaust it. 
To have looked into God’s face and recognised Him as 
mercifullj" and ehangelessly Redeemer brings with it, for 
example, a new and creative moral exhilaration and an 
abolition of that sense of inherent frailty, that depression 
and unexpectancy, which are the sure precursors of moral 
defeat. We now Imow that God the Eorgiver, who hates 
sin, will never place us where we cannot obey Him, Jesus 
redeems our weak wills because He grants us, in the 
prophet’s words, “ a future and a hope Bo long as we 
look ahead, questioning doubtfully what is to become of 
us, surveying hfe with its disproportion between our task 
and our powers, and death with its impenetrable shadows, 
we are weakened and discouraged. The great absolution 
of the Rather changes all that. The man who knows, as 
the pardoned do, that he will assuredly grow into his 
Lord’s mind, partake of His victorious Spmt, and 
eventually enjoy His actual presence — this man possesses 
a new heart of courage. 

i Laird, A Study in Moral Theory^ p- 1S4, 
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Nor is the victory wc thus envisage a mc?rely individual 
thing, capable oi being acfciiaUsed or enjoyed in solitude 
or complacent seif-absorption. 'Fhocsgii space fails, and we 
cannot here develop the principle in all its bearings, it 
cannot be too empluitically said tliai the content of the 
new morality inspired by forgivencs.s is social in its 
constitutive essence. Wc cannot have (kid apart from our 
neighbour. To put it in its simplest form, the pardoned 
man has made the discovery that fellowship is the ali- 
inclusivc secret of human life ; and that this fellowship, 
through which alone self can be realised, embraces ail who 
are the objects of God’s love. It is not that love to others 
springs from an impulse parallel, as it were, to grateful 
love to God, altruistic morality thus forming an external 
supplement to a religion that at most tolerates it beside- 
itself. The truth is, moral life is itself a living element 
of communion with God. To be blessed in pardoned 
fellowship with the Father is to be conscious of the impulse, 
which will not be denied, to share our Hves with all for 
whom God cares. Thus a vital connexion exists between 
forgiveness and the Church, or rather all mankmd. The 
pardoned life, when equal to it-s idea, is a life in which each 
is debtor to ad the rest. 


CHAFTER XII 

FORGIVENESS AND THE CHURCH 



I F they were frank, a good many Christian people 
would confess that the idea of the Church with which 
at the moment they arc most familiar is one of which they 
find it curiously difficult to make religious use. It has 
somehow fallen from its former high estate. It is not on 
a par with the idea current and influential in the great 
epochs of Christian history ; still less is it equal to the 
conception set forth in the New Testament, and always 
implied there. They hear men censure the Church as a 
society, memhership of which is inconsistent with intel- 
lectual or even with' spiritual freedom, and affords no 
guarantee of energetic interest in sociaj reform , and they 
hardly know what reply to make.^ In a word, the idea 
of the Church does not inspire or subdue them as anyone 
can see it subdued and inspired St Paul. Nothing m 
their experience, as they are accustomed to interpret it, 
would spontaneously lead them to give the Church a 
place in the Creed, alongside of other supernatural 
elements of the Gospel. And when they repeat the 
Creed, it is with a certain feeling of mystification, not to 
say unreaHty, that they pronounce the words: ‘^I 
believe in the Holy Catholic Church . 

The argument for corporate Christianity cannot be set 
out here^ its full compass. A living and continuous 
society is obviously needed to interpret God in Christ to 
^ Of. Denney, The Church and the Kingdom. 
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the generations, and to act as a nucleus and rallying-point 
for n3en of good-will who are slriTitig to promote the felt 
unity and brothorliood of manlviiid. Ciliristianity is, in a 
unique sense, the historical reJigion ; luit history does 
not consist in a mere succession of external eveiits or 
changing ideas. Wc begin to find the conception of 
history intelligible and iini)rc;ssive only wlicn we realise 
a truth or principle which underlies all human life, viz. 
that the moral being of the individual has its roots in a 
larger personal fellowship, which is lieir and trustee of 
the achievement of the past. Moral life springs not 
merely from the powers and impulses of the single soul 
but from that interwoven context, that vital and 
vitalising community, of single lives in which the hard- 
won possessions of the race are funded. It is this wdiich 
makes history conceivable. The possibility of history is 
given in the fact that, supremely in an ethical point of 
view, the fellowship is the essential pre.snpposition^ 
because the soil and substance, of the individual career, 
'Apart from history, a man would not be himself on a 
reduced scale ; he would not be himself at all. d’hese 
ethical truths have their last and highest exemplification 
in the Church of Christ. It is what the generations hand 
on to each other, of devout and living conviction, 
that alone makes possible a personal and contagious 
faith. 

In this chapter attention will be called to a single 
crucial aspect of this great theme. Religion in essence is 
fellowship with God ; and this fellowship, as we have 
seen, presupposes and includes as a vital element the 
forgiveness of sins. In Jesus’ preaching of the Kingdom 
forgiveness took rank as a chief blessing offered to faith, 
. and where Christianity has remained true to type, it has 
kept this perspective tenaciously* The point I now desire 
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to make is that apart from the Clmrch, the commimion of 
believing lucn, forgiveness is devoid of meaning. Were 
the C'hnrcli to (iisappear, the reality of Divine pardon 
would disappear along with it. The two are indissociably 
one. . ■ ■ 

We must not, however, confuse this position with one 
for wliich Ditsehl lias made himself sponsor.^ As is well 
known, he insisted strongly that the proper and, so to 
say, original object of Divine justification or forgiveness 
is not really the individual, but the Christian society 
as a wliole. The boon of pardon is conveyed by primary 
intention to the Church ; the individual serves himself 
heir to the blessing by joining the society in faith. It is 
as if God were conceived to say : “ I forgive, I admit to 
fellowship with Me, despite their unworthiness, all who 
hereafter shall adhere believingly to the Church of My 
Son ’k Two kinds of argument were led in defence of 
this. In the first place, it is in line with Old Testament 
religion. The great sacrifices were primarily meant for 
“the congregation of Israel”, and it was only as a 
member of the community that the individual Israelite 
profited by them. Secondly, confirmation is found in 
New Testament passages — ^like “ the Church of God which 
He purchased with His own blood ” — where a plural or 
collective noun or pronoun is used to denote the object 
of Divine redemptive action. 

If we understand Ritschl to he arguing that in the New 
Testament God is represented as forgiving the Christian 
society first of all the individual only in the second place 
and inferentially, refutation is not difficult. No passage 
in which the Church is mentioned bears directly on 
forgiveness ; on the other hand, there are verses in which 
God is explicitly said to pardon the individual. He is 
^ Of. Jmtification and Beoondliation {E. T.), p. 108 fi. 


272 Forgivcne^ss and the Church 

tlio of him thiit lias faith in .Ichils Et wag 

also Ritaclii’s intonso cunTiotion that m this point of 
doctrine he had reverted to the foi'^otte-n hat sonnd and 
authentic views of the grt'Ut. ih\foriiu*rs ; Lnthm* in 
particular, he hold, had ta.ken this line strcutgly, and it 
was a miserable fatality that Mehmckihon should have 
gone wi'ong, and misled other pcfijtle as well In point 
of fact, Luther seems to have c^xpressed himstdf as in 
thoroughgoing agreement with his friend. 

At the same time, something of real import aiiee can be 
learnt from. Ritschrs line of approach. If we put aside 
his tendency to set tho Ghureh and the individual over 
against one another as opposites, and to spealr as if 
forgiveness were imparted to the Ohiirch quite irre- 
spectively of the persons w-ho might (some to compose it, 
like a government concession granted to a trad.mg 
company (whiqh is very inaptly to transfer to thcj Divine 
mind tho conditional quality of human ktiowledge of the 
future), we may realise freshly umkr tlK> impact of his 
words how vital a part the ( Church actually does fill in 
mediating forgiveness. The life of the Church, it may be 
asserted without hesitation, is for each of us the medium 
of Divine pardon, and a medium whiedi, so far from being 
accidental or arbitrary, is ethically indispensable. This 
follows from one or two famOiar considerations. 

In the first place, the Church forms the channel by 
which forgiveness reaches men, because it is solely through 
the Churches witness that they become aw'aro of the 
Gospel of Jesus. Some people will persist in speaking as if 
the pardoning love of God were obvious, aird had only to 
be stated to commend itself to all normal minds. In 
more unguarded moments they even fall into expressions 
which suggest that it is a truth of '‘NaturaMieason 
, » Rom. ■ 
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whate'^er that may mean. In sober fact, it Is either 
ignored or denied by iimch more than half the imman 
race. Old 'ia-'siamcnt believers themsclvt\s possessed, a 
partially iincertain or conditional apprehension of tlio 
great trutii i a.nd tbe world had to wait for Jesus Christ 
before a society grtor np, in His company and under His 
influence, the msonber.s of which were quite sure that 

there is joy in i:he x>resence of tlie angels of God over a 
single sinner who repent. s Now tlie Church is this 

soei{.‘ty as it exists to-day; it is the fellowship which 
perpetuates the revealing influence of Christ, and through 
which, in the power of the Spirit, the assurance qf God's 
forgiving love is convoyed to the world. 

Such a jjosition has of eour,se been scouted as pedantic 
and artifieiai. This, however, is the result of a too narrow 
identification of the Church’s influence with that of 
preachers ; and in the light of this assumption it is not 
unnaturally asked wdiether we mean to contend that no 
one attai.ns to the life-giving certainty that Ms sins are 
remitted except under the pow-orful impression of a 
sermon. Not indeed that this idea is so absurd as may be 
thought ; .lor it is unquestionably through the preacher 
that numberless souls in every ago have obtained the 
assurance of pardon. When a devout and self-forgetful 
man stands up to bear witness to Christ, pleading with 
men to come home to God and to come at once, in the 
coiivict.ion that there and then, with their sins upon their 
head, they may have all God’s love for their own, it is 
the most natural thing in the world, if also the most 
supernatural, that they should believe him, and that a 
new joyous sense of acceptance by the Father should fill 
their heart. 

It is however not through preaching alone that men 
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are made aware of the gospel lor a world of sin. Phillips 
Brooks, in liis Yale Lectures, gave the memorable defi- 
nition; ‘'Preaching is the communication of truth by 
man to men. It has in it two essential elements, truth and 
personality ”, If we look closely, we can I think see that 
this covers a good deal more- than preaching. If we take 
friendship, one of the friends being supposed a Christian 
who persuades the other to cast himself on God ; or if, 
better still, we take the life of a Christian home, where 
the young people grow up in the trust, built into the very 
substance of their being, that there is forgiveness with 
God just as there is with their mother — ^in both of these 
cases we obviously have the same fact, “the com- 
munication of truth by man to men ” ; and also the 
same two essential elements, “ truth and jKjrsonality ”, 
Wherever, accordingly, the smallest group of friends is to 
be found, one of them a Christian, or wherever a Christian 
home exists, there a sub-section of the Church is present, 
and the witnessing influence of the Church is being 
disseminated. Apart from this witness of the fellowship, 
faith in God’s redeeming love cannot begin. Let the 
Church cease to be, and the faith also will cease to be. 
All this seems only a special case of the more general truth 
that personal fellowship is invariably the prius and the 
gathering-ground of individual moral fife. The initiative 
lies with the pre-existing higher form of common spiritual 
consciousness ; it is the condition of the emergence of 
better things in the attitude and character of the individual. 

If then we are to leave abstractions aside, and get back 
to reality, thte tie between forgiveness and the Church 
must be allowed for. Apart from the society of believers, 
forgiveness m a mere word without the impulse of personal 
witness behind it, a word that will never be heard unless 
/ there are forgiven men to speak it. And at the moment 



the only people anywhere who utterly believe that the 
pardoning love of God is tJi&e m an objective datum, as 
something offered to us all which carries with it or within 
it every other blessing, are those who gather round Jesus, 
i If WG ask how wo oui’selves made the great discovery, our 
; reply must be that it was through those who, after winning 

j our trust tind reverence, gave us by voice or bearing to 
I know that we need not continue to bear our guilt hope- 

I lessly and alone, but that God’s pardon and friendship 

; might be ours as it was theirs. They stood surety to us for 
the truth of the remysion of sins. Through their instru- 
mentality we found our way, by degrees or suddenly, into 
the presence of the Father. 

In such dependence upon social testimony and personal 
contagion, belief in Divine pardon is not of course by any 
means singular. Of all beliefs that touch the inner life 
the same holds good, Ho man ready values truth but he 
who has lived close to those for whom truth is sacred. 
None loves i)urity but the man who has mingled with the 
pure. In like nianner, no one will rank the forgiveness of 
God as possible or worthy of belief except as he has shared 
the life of those who themselves are forgiven. The isolated 
man — ^isolated, I mean, from the Christian brotherhood — 
might well long for pardon ; he might feel profoundly 
that pardon was the one thing needful, if by him goodness 
was ever to be won and held ; but over and above all that 
he must meet it as a possessed and experimental reality 
in other lives contiguous with his own, if he is to dare the 
personal apprehension of it. Faith is a venture, always ; 
and courage for the venture is never the product of 
spontaneous generation within the single life, but of the 
contagion of richer souls. ^ 

^ Sn The Sadhu, by Oanoxii Streeter and Mr, Appasamy, a striking 
ease is recorded of a man being converted simply by reading some tom 


Truth and Personality 275 


276 


Forgivenesf^ mid ihe Churrh , , 

In exiiewtice this lEWtiiH tihit all wlw long for isHTilmt 
nrwl, before tlic fosging ran be in fmc.tmnit'i 

thow who hare anti iht' love t m«I in Je.-’.iis 

Chrjfit. Or, to put it otherw'i-e, lh«'.v Htie4 
the Ohurtiii. In an on the greaiest ibhig.- in thf 
Confessions oi »St Angnsline. Hansaek has f-nlh a atfi-a-tinri 
to the truth and insfoiit. <d tie* ofs^nihig p'iinLnaf»i\>, 
St AuguBtine firfft sp<'aks of man's inhfsrn disj'tosiietn or 
instinct for religion, hut he dta-s md ,sio]s llterc? ; instead 
he passes on to the lustorieai factor, the th-hnite iiies>age 
or testimony, which imist enter in, if true religirm is trj 
ap]>ear, to fructify this inward matrix of piety, 1lie 
disposit ion alone by itself is gootl for nothing. Hindrances 
of every sort crush and stith* it. !>ut iel a message 
supt^rvene, a g(>s|Hd inspired by history and carried by 
human lives, and from tlie coiijuiiciiim of the twee— 
disposition and goocl tidings— a new- life will .spring up in 
which imm not mertdy Bot'ks (Jod, but finds and praises 
Him. Similarly, the conviction that there is forgivtuH'ss 
with God can never an.se where meis are thing haek simply 
on their own denircB and ho|s?K. 'they can otdy be he{js*d 
by witnesB to a gosr*ch witness borne with adeef ittnaie 
good-will by ixmpie wdiom they trust. And this means 
that apart from the forgiven life of the Church, the 
company of the faithful, jmrdon for the guilt}' could, be 
nothing more than a bleached and empty phrase. 

The Church, however, makes Divine forgiveness 
credible not only by this heartfelt toBtimony to iin reality 
and blessedness, but by the ethical attitude of Christians 
to each other. The forgiveness of God is only believable 

pages* of St. John’s Gospel that hacl boen flung out of th** -winAovs’ of a 
railway carriage, lliis iMt&aco of »♦ solitary <?onTOrHion toay iw 
taken as the exception which proves the rale I have tried to wtata 
above. And even here the indirect mediation of fclie Olnirch in cirau- 
. the New X«stBBp.6ot is evidmt. 



in a certain psychological atmosphere, For that atmo~ 
wplicre tvH'j Ingrcdiente are essential: first, the imng 
of pardoned men to the truth in which they 
have found life and power, and secondly, the 
( ' ja u hal jit of jn'actismg forgiveness. In other words, 
t I’r (,'hnrch is not merely a society called to proclaim that 
ho mg Divine pardon which confronts the penitent alike 
in the liosjH?! and the Sacraments ; it is a society in which 
men are accustomed to forgive each other. This second 
requi.'il e is as vital as the first. Without it the good news 
of pardon can make no impression. It is only when we 
have met those who themselves forgive injuries that we 
find it possible to rise up to the stupendous and at first 
siglit all but incredible truth that God forgives. Here, 
then, we find one cardinal reason why the Church of 
Christ is in the world ; it is there in order that by the 
sp’ctaele or experience of mutual piacabiEty and long- 
siiflerlng, men may he persuaded that the Father, against 
whom all sin is done, Himself pardons freely. 

It m therefore natural that throughout the New Testa- 
ment we should find a striking juxtaposition of Divine 
fofgivtnu:‘Ks and Imiaaii. This vital connexion between 
the two has been tolerably widely acknowledged in 
doctrine, but much less in practice. A placable or for- 
giving s})irit is perhaps the least warmly admired of aE 
tiie Christian graces, even in rehgioiis circles. It is apt 
to be. diKniissed with lifted eyebrow or haE-stifted yawn, 
us though it inipEed some not altogether wholesome strain 
of character---qmxotic, viewy, feeble. The sight of un- 
feigned readiness to pardon ofiences is apt to excite a 
curious impatiexice in otherwise Christian minds. 

Y«*l it- is clear otm Lord spoke of this matter repeatedly 
and with exceptional directness. He proclaimed a Divine 
kve aa free as sunshine, He sealed the proclamation with 




Xone tlH3 leg?>, oiie l«in 


coaciTOim ■was mvanawy mime iwiini. j « m jrdrmmea 
God we iwist pardon otlierB, llie nil*' is stated })o 
Ways-— poBit-lvely- and iiegatiiidj*. “ Wlien ye sta3 
praying, forgive, tJiat your Failier also uiay forgive vow? 
trespassea ; “if ye do not forgive, neither will yo 
Fatiicr forgive yon *’d 

We do not need to say that Christianity is the on 
religion which has inculcated thr {orgiTf-m^ss of injiirii 
Blit it does stand hy itscH in its representation of lovi: 
l-iardoii as un act in which tin? hinnais spirit as it we 
shares the life of God~— does wluit Gocl tlom, not mere 
hecause He docs it, but through Him and with llh 
Pardon is no longer a Divine injiiiieiimi silnJ^ly ; it is 
grace in. which the Father ejathli'S ns to co-operate with 
His own attitude to the. sinfnL Love your enemies 
Jesus said, “ and ye shall bathe children of the Highest- ' 

“ Fc>rgiviiig one anoilier *% Bt Pnnl %vn*io, even as th 
In Chriat has forgiven yon 

No one wdio has refliuded dei\ply on human life m 
character will feel surprise at the. prominen(.a' given 1 
JeKUs to this subject. ^Fo pardon ii. bitter injury— to se 
still more to loved ones— is indubitabl)’ the hardest 
all moral tasks. It is so very hard, not merely becau 
the injury has evoked passionate resentment but becae 
it at first Bight looks as if forgiveness were a confession of 
our fault in being indignant : wliereas in our dee|>er ini. 
we reallsG that such indignation was right, and w'ortl: 
and that its absence would stamp us as not. better .in 
but w'omi. And yet, despite the fact that it is the hnrdi 
duty of all, Jesus with umwiua-lhal moral daring ventin 
to make it the eondltioii of our being foTgiven by i 
Father. That is a sing’tdar though frec.pi(>ntly overlook 
, ■* Mwkll**! Mm, e**, * l4jl£» 6»h » sph. 4®b 
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The Credibility of the Gospel 

iHijif.'atioi). oJ, Hiri conlidence in the new regenerat)ing 

ih' I'un bring to hear. 

two great realities, then— man’s pardon of a 
le.’ig !jl3U'Ui and tfoii s pardon of the man himself — confront 
\i'- ; aud according to Jesus, they are inseparable from 
(•aeh other. But if the relation is so vital as this, it may 
be conteinjilated from still another point of view ; and 
tins we must now attempt. If the presence of a forgiving 
spirit U ’Ml indispensable prerequisite of our receiving 
pardon — if the Father’s love can, only be perceived when 
man’s love is felt — then it is only as non-Christians are 
forgiven by Christian neighbours that they can believe 
in the forgiveness of God to them personally. And thus, 
from a new angle, we come upon the indissociable bond 
between a gospel of pardon and the Church. 

It is a frequent question, why the Christian message 
huB not made a- deeper mark on the world. Many reasons, 
<ioubtk‘SB, can be adduced : but surely part of the answer 
is t hat this human coefficient of forgiving love, required 
to add momentum to the good news, has in great measure 
la a • u a tiBcnt . We all of us know what happens in religious 
oiredes where an imj)lacable spirit has gained the upper 
hand,. Whether owing to theological controversy or to 
purely |XU'sonal antipathies, the new'' conditions inevitably 
produce an immediate fall in spiritual temperature, 
accompanied by a greatly diminished credibility of the 
Gosp-'L In such circumstances andamid such companions, 
it becomeB all but unthinkable that God should forgive. 
XaT, the very idea of forgiveness loses colour, charm, 
|kU’B\in.sivenesB. No preacher who stands up with a sense 
of grievance is In a position to bear witness to Christ 
eag<,‘rly an<I a-flectionately ; his rankling heart puts an 
edge on what he has to say that wounds the .hearer and 
makes him indisposed to be reconciled to God. And if 
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the grit’vancfi fe not in tlio ivufph. Imi i'n 1h»’ '!>•>«, if 
liston witli hearts hcjt- mtii tlie reeolli-t'.iioji of niiu;{.»pras- 
aHi* resentment on the part of oilier.«, flit-n ftppt‘:-il and 
argument have to get tlirmigit u, fja'rrag** of 

ciiKjfioii which checks the .fnrp.a.‘t of ih*- rcfoi 
and winning testimony. It Is ifnily when tli»- uir is warm 
with brotlieiiiood that the tiospi l Surauls inaa 
It is interesting to conjecture what thoughts would 
arise in a man presented with the message of thnls love 
in Chrkri if suppose him nevi-r tmee fo ii.-n'o e-ii- 
coniitered genuine and loving friemlsisijn Would W(»j‘ds 
like “ mercy ’* or reeonciiialion p^tssess n meaning for 
his mind? Would the idea of being at iH'aee with i^od 
hav>‘ any reality that he ctvuld apprehend ? Wo.nid h<‘ 
sw? what salvation is for t Jt may well he doiiljical. .{^jid 
from Ihis point of vimr we begin to underdainl am sh the 
Hignihcaiwe of the fact that, hroaul> s]>eaki!!g, the (.'hufvh 
is made u|> of Clmstian Inmu-s. For it is In the home 
that the profound and beautiful luni \*reative ineanijig of 
the wttrd ‘’hforgivencBs ” is lirst hsirnt : leu only so, it is 
learnt in cire-imistances W'hich at evtay point, make hutnau 
forgivejiess a fit parable of Olvine. Wle n children i'W 
told rd (jod’s pardon of their sitis, it is nil intvrprsUt'fl 
them by th.e familiar attitude of a loving tiiuth«*r in i a king 
a naughty ohild who is sorry back i«> Inu’ heart jind in r 
confidence. They know that- amdi a. mother does nut 
stand over them, as a taskmaster or a judge ; they know 
that she ojkmis her arms as soon as they long to return t(> 
her bosom, ; they know* that to 1 m.' a-t pmee with Iku' tnak<‘H 
everj’thing di&rent. When penitent, the-y an’ not ke}>t 
waiting or put on probatioti, but accepted just as llu'y 
are. But 1 do not see how anyrme can traverse sudi 
experiences as these without cert,ain conclusionBa*egai‘<bng 
the nature of ws»M in which h© lives having regfetered 
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xhvimfAxi'n, morn or less definitely and explicitly, in Ms 
nuriiL It is <}l>vionsly a world, for one tMng, in wMob 

'4ii\ f jjcf-s is not' only possible but actual, and in wbich. 
iK'i ij nl.d i<»nsliips between persons can be reconstituted. 
Xu liKH-iiarueai necessities bave any relevance to what he 
lias exiH'rienei'ci Ifree, immediate, unqualified recon- 
sniiaiisui lias taken place between the heart he has wronged 
and his asliaiiu'd self. Love, he now perceives, is such 
tlifd even this amazing thing is not beyond its power; 
it t'un refuse to east oS the wrong-doer ; it can throw a 
hr\il^n over the estranging gulf ; it knows how' to deal 
with ei'il so as to rob it of its alienating power and renew 
the si‘Vt‘red bonds. But aU this supplies to the child’s 
estimate of life, its possibilities and resources, an element 
which is o{)tainabIe nowhere else. If he is ever to know, 
ahcgciluT irrespectively of religion, what forgiveness 
fucaris, anti what the import is of those profoundly 
i!e}>rc>;dvt‘ moral experiences into wMch the reception of 
forgiveness can usher him, he must learn it in the home ; 
or, if b,i ; hoiuc'- hn tmhappy, in some circle of true and 
good' will that fills its place, furthermore, if 
ia vouth he has opened his nature to the faithful and 
paiit-nt kindiit'ss of those who love him, he w'-fil also have 
learnt that forgiveness is not to be conceived as some- 
thing mtvrally impotent or self-contained. On the contrary, 
the tnPb that forgiveness is the most regenerating thing 
in tlic \v cirid can be verified through our common relation- 
> ships day by day. To be restored to fellowship with those 
whose fellowship we crave and to whom we look up, is to 
Ijcgiu lo live in their light. 

These things itidecd arc not merely the antecedents or 
occasions of personal religion ; in a true sense they are 
the inee|;dion of it. As Herrmann somewhere puts it; 
** To reverence persons, to bow inwardly at the presence 
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of morai power and goodiic««?. I-- i he rout c^f all true i.wei y 
Exporienee of what peivoiial eomiadiiioii aral redeeming 
inlluenee mean inside a wt>H!ty liomi* is Ihe* jdjitpitjg fd eaie 
to a right apprfaienmai. of (osd i.u pf rseoal h.Mi fiev 'as 
our lives. The Psahuist pots all in a wuitl : ■' Like as a 
father pitieth his children, su the Lord pideth tiiem that 
fear Mini But such fathers and mu'Ii Uitoiiers. whe in 
pardoning yet reveal a sense that, they theinselve.s neeii a 
pardon still higher, are found oiily within the Church, 
If they have helped uh to an nnderv<tundiog of what is 
sigiiilied by personal reconeiliation, we are in tlielr debt 
for ever. They have done for us an InesiimabJe thing : 

havfi made it possible for us to be religious in ti 
fashion morally transpannit. 

St Augnstine begins the tdghth decisive hook of the 
Co7ifes8wns w'lth these words : Th<ni iiast broken Mio 

chains that hound nie ; let me oiler to 'Fhue the saendeo 
of praise. How 'Fhou hast broken them, i wdl! now 
relate And what foIlowH i 'ilie narrative of his 
eontact with a stream of jier.sonal religicm tn others whltdi 
gather(‘d him also into its reviving ami eleanMug tide. 
Lingering memories of childhood courdeef for much ; 
Ambrose too for something ; ino.st of all, |M;rhap.s, tlie 
story he Itad hoard of the conversion of Victorinus and 
his comrades. Thti eertainty of forgiveness, wdneh gave 
him back to himself as a moral being because it restored 
him to God, camo to him not as a personal inspiration, but 
through the common religious life he W'as asked to share. 
The past history of lielievers reproduced itself in rit 
Augustine's heart by the vital contagion of life and woni. 
Thus does the power of God's meroy go down from one 
generation to another, reaching triumphantly over space 
_aad tliiae. Among the forces that operate recrefttisgly on 
* Fa. I0i«. 
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frar will Is the um'cmitting pervasive influence and vital 
truslitio}.) of others' faith, imparting the courage to believe 
that the tiew joy they found in a forgiving Father may 

aisfj he cutrs. 

It is in this region, perhaps, that we may fitly look for 
the tlec-pcr meaning of certain New Testament words, 
w'liich some readers may be tempted to put aside as of 
merely antiquarian interest. " Is any sick among you " ? 
writes 8t- James; ‘‘let him call for the elders of the 
elmreh, and let them pray over him ; and the prayer of 
faith shall save the sick ; and if he have committed sins, 
they shall be forgiven him Again, the Fourth Gospel 
reports the saying of Jesus to His disciples : “ Whoseso- 
ever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them, and 
whosesoever sins ye retain, they are retained Con- 
ceivably this is a late allusion to what came to be known 
as “ the power of the keys ”, a notion which afterwards 
blossomed or faded into the belief that the Church as an 
hierarchical institution has authority to admit to or 
eK<?lude from the benefits of salvation, in this life and 
the next. And to that as it stands grave objections, 
presumably, could be raised. But is there no truth 
bidiind, to which experience bears witness ? If a Christian 
has fallen into scandalous sin, does it not in fact, to an 
extent we dare not limit or define, depend on the attitude 
held towards him by his fellow-believers, that is by the 
( Jiureh, whether the realised peace of reconciliation with 
God wall ever again be Ms 1 If in Judgment they are 
merciless, if they draw away their skirts from the pollution 
of his touch, hovr can he again open his heart spontane- 
ously to the compassion of the Father ? If he finds none 
iiere- who can give and receive freely the blessed experience 
of reconoiliation, with its incalculable power to neutralise 
i JaiiieB 6^*-^*. * Joha 20*®. 
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aod iruBSCfnd the pant-, will he potin briirve tiuii t1u‘ Lo 
of hesiTen and earth esin pHrdon and rt'-slnn* th*' .-on 


Divine abdolution, ii in all but eertain that efifUae 


of penaiices and satusfsictions (thtuigh they way w>i l>e 
calk'd so) will also infect his thought of (dud. and <sf the 
terms on which He too will grant peace. Dn the other 
lianci, it is difficnit to assign liwitH !«> the re'wnuiig 
tenderness and power with winch llic 'Pat her V absolving 
love n)a.y flood Ins heart, if his b'llows havt' frankly for- 
given him and taken him into eonlidcfjce again. Thus, 
from a new angle, 'we may nee how ihiU dwrch has imieh - 


But lowliness in not relative tf> (ohI merely. Jt is an 
attitude bearing on those with whom our life is shared. 
Now, the exjKJrienee of receiving (bui’B pardon involves 
the consciousness that we form part of a pardonmi 
company ; it xneans that we are content to share and 
sh^re alike with them, for in the Kingdom of God none 
can be saved in isolation. ** God ”, it has been said, 
“ has no blessing for me apart from the rest of tlm 
family”. This is the true humility, which (dod takes to 
His heart ; and it consists not in tcdling dejected lies 


all but everytldng —to do with what the 

forgivtmess of 

sins may mean for the guilty. 

Or again, it is agreed by all that a vit 

al eondition «'d 

receiving Divine pardon is the lowly heart 

.. \Vc arc^ sure 

a.. . 
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ivIh"! r’VC'rylldiig to ifimj this eagerness to join in the 
iff * Xf fif f if t h. ■ rt-eoTiciled and in thauHnl adoration take 

fh. ir -ion and jjraise as ours, acknowledging that 
hh»* thfff; ut' have nothing which we have not received, 
a r^-a] f'i' jnr>nt in the experience of being forgiven. 
}- Irbt ir-lhle to the man whose eyes are dark with 
Tims v-n every ground alike of thought and life 
Wf" rf-cogniw; the vital bonds between these two great 
realit if s - •Forgiveness and the Church. 


It is ju-r because the Church is a forgiven community, . 
rejoicing In fellowship with the Father of men and suf- 
fnseu’ w ith ilie spirit of forbearing love, that to-day she is 
ealft'd n> never ludore to play, alike in international 
dillieulUf'-' rnid indiisi dal disputes, the part of aSociety of 
Ferniwifiatien for the world. In all generations she has 
hf licvi-ai that in luw Fivine '.Faith she possessed the secret 
of hiunau life and welfare ; after these last years of passion 
an* F-f irn m' hhe is n lore sure of it than ever. To avoid war, 
Lurii { iwx has saiel. “ tlu' most ellective change would be 
tl(at nations should di.dike each other a little less, and 
likt‘ each other a little more '’A It may seem a modest 
la t|H‘ ; yet in poitit of fact it is the one method by which 
to sfcura an associated, instead of a competing and hostile, 
humanity. It is, in short, the one hope for a spiritually/ 
recreatxHl race. And of this we may be certain, that such 
a hopi' can never fulfil itself by the operation of any 
natural Jaw. Kot merely between Church, and Church, 
or (‘hfcss and class, but above all between mtion and 
nadon thn wires must be laid over which the'iiessages of 
love and brotherhood may movSl None ckn lay these 
wires so well as living members of the pardoned Church 
of Jaeus 'Christ*. The forgiveness of Ood must be our 
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a world m> pi3r|.'<’t{ fnlli r,?\ in iv vrt 

loamilmt at W o - . t .. K t ' ’ . r' \v In 

blit at it riiiBiHis itoH to lb** p, ^t-uT'.’- '-' ’.4 fiviliftC'ci 

matikiittl. 



CONCLUSION 


rilHROUGHOra the foregoing chapters we have 
.i, studied a single topic, endeavouring to catch its 
ontihifs and estimate its purport and significance from 
a variety of x>oints of view. The subject is one which 
pf^rsists in claiming a central place. Jesus Christ has. 
done many things for the world ; the chief thing He has 
done is to mediate the forgiveness of sins and to impart 
the assurance of its reality. 

It may possibly help the elucidation of the theme, as 
mw presented, if I once more retrace the argument. 

Forgiveness is central in Christiamty ; it is a truth, an 
ingredient, without Which the by Jesus 

Christ would lose its identity. It may be objected that 
pardon is imiieeessary, or impossible, or immoral, or 
that insistence upon it must affect M the 

interestH of moral education ; but these objections can 
Ik‘ unswered. H ad not the Cfespel held this blessing at its 
heart-, we Hhoulcl not haye been able to recount the triumph 
of Christianity over other, less sufficient, worships. This, 
indeed, m&j be called self-evident^ once we have under- 
stood what God's forgiveneas is. When God forgives a 
man He does not merely canoe! exterior penalty or sur- 
render the right to reprisals ; much less does He simply 
agree to overlook faults. Even between men pardon 
signifies far more. To forgive, on God’s part, is in pure 
love to draw the .siimor, despite his sin, into communion 
wit.b Himself and to take the first step in doing this 
amazing thing. There is nothing in the assured results of 
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fwcliology w!.ii«}j lm% r»"H4frs'‘fi all this Jrgg 
fimiibli* iliiiTi iiefort?. Plainly, thf' gr-un* tliai 
inrvl sin imist womlerfiil ; fiw sin, jh wt* iitv h'-rs^ vnti- 
ecTron! with it-,iat!w’‘ refiiKal tolnnl tla- l.ov^Tsif our 
Wc‘ inmiinl drscrilm it aiief|iiat«*ly ;i> isii -birtiiin** 
eartruif oxtonuab’- its gravity hy tra;-ini .-il* iyr!f>r uu-o. 
b^iii conies out of the self aiui rcosItTs ns a*'<‘in.intaM!‘ to 
God. 

These reflections are met ami eorrahnralt'd whrn w<*. 
turn to flesus Christ as the Xcw Testaineni <k“|>ie1s Mini. 
By being what He was He enabled friendless sinners, as 
they stood before Him, to belie tliat Father was 
pardoning their wrong. There is viiiiie in this hist.oriciil 
fact to W'hich nothing coinparahhi can be ff>und either in 
common life or in the conjee tores of philosophy. And 
the significance of for Divine pardon is deafest iit 
Hia (loath. 

In his own matmer Bt Paul proclaimed the siima truth 
when with impassioned eaniestness he taught the doctrine 
most intimately associated with his nanus vh. JuBtiliea- 
tiun by faith. We can pierce beneath tlu' thought -forms 
of the apostle to a meaning which pcwxK.*t nates t he message 
of Jesus. For long, in official theology, tins insight was 
obscured by legal accretions of beiuJ and eusteim : but 
when, at the Reformation, Luther drew men back, tu the 
historic Christ, the old announeeinent of frees and un- 
reservedly gracious pardon once more fell npcsn human 
ears. Luther^a jirobiems, in their stark urgeiujy. arc stiii 
ours, and in our efforts to solve them wo must still work 
in the light of his religious intuitions. 

Pardon, it next becomes clear, is intelligible only ns 
we relate it to the character of God. h’orgiyonoKs takes 
its (jTsiality from the Forgh'cr. He is Ixoly ; therefore sin 
is something He must condemn and even punish, ihoti^h 
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tils* worst I'iuniBhmeiit of all is to lose coinmimion, with 
1 1 loo ] ■ at- also Ho is a personal Father, a Father who can 
iiio-rpiwr* (lireotiy and siipematurally to put us right with 
U And when in Christ He does so interpose, it is 

ut an inestiniable cost ; when w© apeak of atonement we 
mean tlie cost of forgiveness to Cod. What essentially it 
('iists Cod to forgive sin we behold in Jesus, and supremely 
in H k death . The Cross of Christ is at once a manifesta- 
tion — which nolhing can eq^ual or outgo-^of the Father’s 
love to the ainfui and a decisive exhibition of His hostility 
to sin. We find ourselves pardoned and received into His 
fellowship wdien by faith we unite ourselves to Christ and 
are thus in spirit identified with His perfect saorifioe. 

Faith is, on its other side, penitence ; to turn towards 
the great Alisolver is to turn from sin. There is assurance 
cwen for the most self-distrusting in. the aspect of Jesus. 
And the consciousness of pardon is ‘^;he source of all true 
and victorious morality.'' In such an experience a new 
('tliical ideal is apprehended ; a now Divine companionship 
is t^njoycd ; now motives spring alike from gratitude for un- 
«U-serv(Ml Iov(^ and from a noble fear to be unworthy : aU 
these conspire to evoke personal goodness and to equip 
men with the unselfishness requisite for the best service 
of maiildnd. 

The gospel of forgiveness, however, has reality and per- 
suasiveness only within the Church, only as the Church 
proclaims it both by word and life. To an extent we dare 
not limit, it depends for credibility on the forgiving spirit 
of those wlio follow Christ. The coefficient of kindness 
and love must give powder to words about Divine pardon 
if they are to win and change men. 

At various points in the argument we are led to illus- 
trate and interpret the forgiveness of God by the forgive- 
ness imparted by man to man. Yet how rare in human 
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ilft?, Iioiv all but is® n<.>bl(* ihirsb*!} of 

iujurias! So raro. in tltab ' tro an* {t*b wHh an hj- 
eanapaWft c<awie.iw{i fbat nnihmn ifnn flu* i i 
could bare persimded Jiirn that- (Uui bi»*l *»«i ilalr 
8m. Except for JeHUH, livin*! and ;-aielf luvt* but! 

not entered mto nirndf' litsirt in eoju'nh'f. 

Yet the wonder of forj^iveneas is the in'/e'sire at Its 
■necessity. And the deep, j)er.sonai eertitudr that ther<" is 
forgiveness witfi tlod is the true sjaing and «‘a:ise id ;di 
evangelism, in every age the guilty must In* told *if llm 
remission of sins—it must be brought close lo them by 
self -abnegating friendship — if iheir liti* is to be rceji- 
Erufnsurate with the .Pivine thought of reeoiieiliiiTiou, 
“With the Lord there is mercy, and with Ifim is pleiitemis 
redemption” — thin is the note of antheutie 1 hristinnity. 
And it is a note which men love to hear iu a preacher's 
voice. 
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could have per.sinidcd iumj tlftt t/o,y Iflni »«}!!' iln-ir 
sin. Except for Jcsii?. iivin,!^ and dy5!i-/.. Ma-h li.,d 
not entered into munV lu-art to ennrcivr. 

Yet the wonder of forgivene^^s h the ohm ' tin' uf if-.* 
necessitj'. And the deep, jjer-onal e>»rutude t'ii.o’ 
forgiveness with Ood is the true sprhig an*.! e.uisi' e;! 
evangelism. In every age the guilty munt he toh,l of t.he 
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self-abnega-tlng friendship- -if their litV* i-? to ia? eten- 
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‘‘With the Lord tiu're is nierey. nod with ffim is plenteours 
mkmiptioii this h the tiote of aulht-fdie rhristinnity. 
And it is a note whieli niejt love iu JuNir in a priHicher^s 
voice, 
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